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PREFACE 

The Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation 

Act of 1980 (94 Stat. 26971 provided, in part, a new opportunity 

to examine and correct fish and wildlife problems associated with 

hydropower development in the region. Xn late 1982 the Power 

Planning Council, created in accordance with the Act, published a 

Fish and WlLd;ife Program containing measures to implement these 

mandated c_.asks. Bonneville Power Administration is actively 

implementing many of the Program measures. 

This report was prepared for BPA in fulfillment of section 

?004!b)(;! of the Program - to review the status of past, 

present, &nd proposed future wlld:!ife planning and mitigation 

programs at existing hydroelectric projects in the Columbia 

River Saslr:. The project evaluations will form the basis for 

determlnlng any needed remedial measures or additional project 

analysis+ 

Fac"h hydropower facility repolrt follows a standard format as 

described in the oucline which follows this section. In some 

cases ;nformation or documents do not exist and sections may be 

omitted fsuch as for Appendix D - Mxtigation Instruments). 
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BONNEVILLE LOCK AND DAM PROJECT 

Prepared by 

u-s* Fish and Wildlife Service 

for 

Bonneville Power Administration 

in response to the 

Fish and Wildlife Program 
Northwest Power Planning Council 



I. PROJECT NAME 

Bonneville Lock and Dam 

XI. PROJECT OPERATOR 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District (USACB) 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

(a) Location and Site 

The Bonneville Lock and Dam is located on the Columbia River 42 
miles east of Portland, Oregon, about 146 riles above the mouth 
of the river. The project provides for a dam, power plant, and 
navigation lock. The powerhouse extending across Bradford Slough 
to the Oregon shore accommodates 10 units, consisting of two 
units of 43,200 kilowatts each and eight units of 54,000 kilo- 
watts each, totalling 518,400 kilowatts. The pool created by the 
dam covers 20,400 surface acres and provides a navigable channel 
with a depth of 15 feet and over between Bonneville and The 
Dalles Dams, a distance of 47 river miles (McAern, 1976; USACE, 
1981). 

(b) Authorized Purposes 

The authorised purposes of the Bonneville Lock and Dam Project 
are generation of hydroelectric power and improvement of inland 
navigation on the Columbia River. 

(cl Brief History 

This project was authorized September 30, 1933 by the Federal 
Emergency Administration of Public Works and adopted by the River 
and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935 (Senate committee print, 73rd 
Congress, 2nd session) (USACE, 1935). On August 30, 1937, 2 
years later, the 75th Congress authorized the completion, rainte- 
nance, and operation of the project under the direction of the 
Secretary of War and under the supervision of the Chief of 
Engineers. The Bonneville Project Act includes authorization for 
construction of additional power facilities as requested by the 
Bonneville Power Administration. 

The first phase of construction of the Bonneville Lock and Dam 
Project was started in October 1933 and was completed in February 
1943. The pool was filled in January 1938. The navigation lock 
and first two power units were placed in operation during 1939. 
The powerhouse with complete installation of 10 units was in 
operation in December 1943. Modification of powerhouse control 
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equipment started nn March 1957 and vas completed in September 
1958 ?Larson, 1984; USACEb 1967). 

In response to flow regulations and peakings from upstream 
hydroelectric projects operating under conditions of Canadian 
etorage and Pacifxc Nort.hvest-Southwest Intertie, two modi- 
ficatrons were undertaken at the Bonneville project. The 
modifications for a peaking project were undertaken to minimize 
adverse environmental effects under rapidly changing flow condi- 
tions fK0l.D upstream dams. Construction of modification for 
peakrnq vork commenced in September 1970 and was completed in 
1978. The second modification initiated in the early 1970's 
provrded for increased power installation by building a second 
powerhouse located on the Washington shore adjacent ta the end of 
tt4e ex>st 1ng epir Evay > Under authority of the BonneviXfie Project 
Act 1 Augost 20 c f937!, a Letter from Bonneville Pover Adminnstra- 
tion to North Pacific Divi.sio#n dated January 21, 1965 requested 
construction of a second poverhouse. The new powerhouse contains 
elqht units of 66,500 kilowatts each and two fish turbine 
generato; clnits of 13,100 kilowat,ts each for 4 capacity of 
558,200 kilowatts, bringing the total Bonneville capacity to 
1,076.6 megawatts ;USACE, 1981). Capability for full operation 
was attained in late 1982. 

(dl "ither Pertinent Data 

i f ; Water Lewe i Fluctuation and Timing 

The operating rules at Bonneville as shown in Table 1 became 
effective upon completion of project modifications for upstream 
peaKing ix-4 December 1974 and vi11 remain in effect following 
completion of Bonnev ille Second Powerhouse (USACE, 1974). 

Exceptions to the flows presented in Table 1 are allowed to meet 
tine vaiy:nq operational requirements. To obtain a degree of 
fIex:bliity to meet unusual operating requirements, the daily 
summer season fluctuation range may be increased to 6 feet. The 
maximum rate of change will still be 1.5 feet per hour. Applica- 
tion of this special rule will be limited to a total of 10 days 
II- the summe 6eason. In the interest of optimum control and 
management to provide increased power production in the event of 
very extreme winter veather conditions, the daily winter season 
fiuctuatlon range may be increased to a maximum of 10 feet. The 
maximum rate of change will atill be 3.0 -feet per hour. Applica- 
tion of this special rule will be limited to a total of 18 days 
ir the wintes season. Normal operating rules will apply for 
CiV@L f :.3ws UP to 316,000 cfs. During flood situations with 
forecast higher flows, the pool vi%1 be held below El. 75.5 (at 
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Tabie 1 s Operating Rules far PIor Regulation 4t Bonneville 
Lock and Dam Pro-jact IBSACB, 1974). 

POOP R.egu%ation 
--_- .-O".x-CI---mT 

RI.2 * I Jod,i% Bfi**A ! : 
Ml t: Imum Foob-- 
Normal Operating Range:/ 

Maximum Daily Fluctuation 4.0 feet (At Cascade Locks) 

Normal Tailwater Regulation _*.- 

SUMMER SEASON (Aprili 1 to October 1) 

Daily Fluctuation 

Haxlmum Rate uf CPEamgs 

Hin:mum Pbow3/' 

Less than 4.0 feet (At the 
@SalBe) 

c-5 feh?t per hout (AL the 
dam) 

(Average of 3/10 inch per 
minute) 

$0,000 cfs instantaneous 
100,000 cfs daily average 

W;NTEK SEASON :Octobet 2 to April 11 

Dally Fluctuation 

Maximum Rate of Change 

Less than 7.0 feet (At the 
dam) 

3.8 feet per hour (At the 
dam) 

!Wverage of 6/10 inch per 
mgl rJee> 

$c.OOo r3"flP inatnntanaotie 
~00,000 cfs daily average 

i : Maximum pool El. a7.0 measured at the dam will not be ‘_ 1 
exceeded except in the case of extreme flood. 

2, i Norma: Operating Range will be exceeded n0 more than 5 
percent of days in a year. 

-j ; when the average weekly flow is less than 125,000 cfs, the 
minimum dally flow vzlL not be less than 80 percent sf the 
weekfy average. FillSO, the minimum instantaneous flow will 
nut be less than 70,000 c=fs under these low fiow candiiisns. 
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the damr up to flows of ~,1'~0,000 cfs. For flood discharges in 
eiCeBB of 1, 170,000 cfs the spiLlway gate6 will be wide open and 
the poo! will rise as flows continue to increase. (USACE, 19749 

:29 Land Ownership 

The U,S, Army Corps of Engineers controls relatively little land 
around the Bonneville Pool in comparison to later Columbia River 
projects. As of 1976, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers admin- 
istered 9,569 acres of project land (McKern, 1976). Most of the 
shoreline areas around Bonneville Pool remain in private owner- 
ship: hovevert the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers purchased flowage 
easements for Bonneville Lock and Dam. 

3) Indian Rignts 

Deer, waterfowl, upland game birds, and rabbits were used for 
ceremGnia1, subsistence and other cultural purposes by Indian 
bribes of the area. Furbearers were harvested for economic gain, 

Indian concerns noted in past reports relate to the loss of 
fisheries and not wildlife. While past reports acknowledge 
attempts to mitigate for the loss of Indian fishing sites, it 
appears that vildlife losses to Indian tribes vere never identi- 
fied and hence never mitigated in the original Federal-Tribal 
negotiations. No formal agreements have been found between the 
'I‘nited States and the Indians to mitigate for any wildlife 
hebicat losses and associated wildlife population ievels result- 
Lng from the construction of Bonneville Lock and Dam. 

4n inquiry was made to the Pakima Indian Nation, the Confederated 
Tribes zsf Warm Springs and Dmatilla Indian Reservations, and the 
Nez Rxrce Tribe to identify any mandates, agreements, and con- 
cetne specifically related to the BGnneville LOCK and Dani 
i;roject. The YaKrma, Warm Springs, and Dmatilla Indians respond- 
ed citL.ng the 1855 treaties which protected their right to hunt, 
as well as fish off reservation. The Confederated Tribes of the 
?.~mat31124 indian Reservation exercise this right subject only to 
: eskrictiens imposed by the Tribal Fish and Wildlife Committee. 
Both t h e YilkiUbi% Nation and Umatilla Confederated Tribes have 
mainca i Ted that they have an inherent legal interest in the 
conservation and maintenance of optimum population levels of all 
wild:ife resources in the mid-Columbia region. While no formal 
sgreements have been found between the United States and the 
Indians to mitigate for wildlife habitat or wildlife population 
losses, the Tribes indicate that the omission of wildlife mitiga- 
t ion considerations from Federal-Tribal negotiation8 WSS 

inadvertant and representative of a prior lack of avareness of 
vrldlrfe needs by all parties (APPENDIX C) - 
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IV WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 

(a) Pre-construction 

No studies or assessments of wildlife or their habitats prior to 
the construction of the Bonneville Lock and Dar have been found. 
A few historical description8 of the project area and general 
forms of wildlife present in the area are available in the 
journals of Lewis and Clark. Gabrielson and Jrwett (1940) noted 
bird species in the project area. However, these descriptions 
were largely qualitative. No quantitative information appears to 
be available that reflects pre-construction wildlife population 
levels of the Bonneville Lock and Dam area. 

The U.S. Army Corp8 of Engineers, Portland District has a set of 
1930 aerial photographs from Oneonta to Miller Island. These 
photos represent the only continuous coverage available of the 
Bonneville Lock and Dam area to The Dallas Lock and Dam prior to 
any hydropower development on the Columbia River. 

Peregrine falcons were not recorded as breeding in the project 
area by Gabrielson and Jewett (1940) t however, Nelson (1969) 
indicated that historically, peregrine falcons were commonly 
found along the Columbia River from the coast to about The 
Dalles. 

Gabrielson and Jewett (1940) noted that bald eagles occurred 
fairly regularly along the Columbia River. Scattered pairs of 
osprey were also noted along the Columbia River by Gabrielson and 
Jewett (1940). 

(b) Post-construction 

Construction of Bonneville Lock and Dam occurred in two major 
phases. The first phase included the initial construction of the 
dam and filling of the pool in the 1930's. The second major 
phase of construction included those activities related to the 
construction of the Second Powerhouse in the 1970's. 

(1) Initial construction phase 

The area of impact of the Bonneville Lock and Dam Project 
includes the area inundated by the dam aed reservoir and the area 
immediatrly downstream from the dam which is affected by con- 
trolled releases from the dam. The Columbia River below 
Bonneville Dam is also influenced by tidal effecto. 

Impacts of the initial construction of the lock and dam included 
the inundation of flood plain, adjacent wetlands and riparian 
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areas. Fluctuating water levels have influenced the composition, 
recruitment, and successSon OF vegetation along bottomPland and 
shoreline azeas. Oak trees which art valuable to wildfife as a 
source of food and cover are not regenerating in the Sauvie 
Island area (and possibly in other areas) as a result of changing 
vater levels caused by the dam (Newton, 1994), Prolonged higher 
water in the spring have raised the water table, precluding the 
establishment of young oak trees (Newton, 1984). Since no 
studies were specifically conducted to asses8 the impact8 of the 
tnitial construction and operation of the lock and dam, the 
quantity and quality of habitat8 impacted have not been fully 
assessed. 

Slmi:axly, smpac!te to vi 181 ife sptcies YerC not quantitatively 
docum%nt%d. Wiidrhfe agencies have rtispected that goose nestling 
and tearing areas were 2ost as a result of inundating the reaer- 
tf0ir area. Wildlife agencies have also expressed concern over 
the destruction of goose and duck ground nests which can result 
from fluctustinq water 1cve:L.s. Oregon Department of Piah and 
WIldlife personnel have observed broods of gosrlngs caught in 
currents, swept against the dam, pulled under water and killed. 
It is estimated that at least 50 goelings per year are lost in 
this manner (Newton, 1984). The effects of project construction 
and operation on ui2dPife species can be speculated baaed upon 
what is known to have occurred on other mainstem Columbia River 
projects. However, verification and estimation of the magnitude 
of impacts cannot be made without further investigations beyond 
:.he scope of this study. 

A nilmber of vi2dlife Btudiea and habitat assessments were 
conducted in later years. Effects on fish and wildlife habitat 
and production, related to the proposed modification for peaking, 
uere discussed in 'Bonneville Environmental Impact Study' (Stan- 
ford Research Institute, 197!!). It was predicted in that study 
that the fluctuation of Laice Bonneville at higher elevation8 
would have an adverse effect on anadromous fish runs, warmwater 
fish spawning grounds, and waterfowl nesting areas. Wetrand 
areas were described by the Stanford Research Institute’s study 
;fg?l). 

In December 1975 the U-S. Army Corps of Engineers contracted with 
Washington Department of Game to determine the impacts of the 
Bonneville Second Powerhouse Project on selected fish and wild- 
bifc ceciources, and to develop a plan *a lessen and/or replace 
projected losses (WDG I 1977). Washington Department of Game 
began field studies after Borne construction activltfes had 
already begun. Washington Department of Game determined the 
composft ion and quantity of plant communities to be impacted, 
conducted field studies to document wildlife impacts, and 
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dctcriincd baseline populations on lands best suited for wildlife 
corpensation. These studies were conducted primarily in the area 
bounded by the Columbia River on the south, Bridge of tha Gods on 
the east@ Prindle on the west, and extended north from the Colur- 
bia River approximately 0.6 miles. 

A summary of habitat types and fish and wildlife resources of the 
project area prior to construction of the Second Powerhouse was 
presented in the U.S. Irish and Wildlife Service"8 1982 report 
entitled l Fish and Wildlife Impacts and Mitigation Recoanenda- 
tions, Bonneville Second Powerhouse, Skarania County, Washing- 
ton.. Jmother description of resources can be found in the 
publication North Bonneville Town Relocation EIS Supplement 
(USACE, 1976a). In other studies, Tabor (1976) and Tabor, et 
al. (1981) evaluated effects of power peaking, delineated broad 
vegetation types and land forms, provided descriptions of vtgeta- 
tion communities, inventoried major wildlife groups, and provided 
a preliminary assessment of the effects of peaking on wildlife 
and wildlife habitat. 

The above studies provide a good information base on pre-Second 
Powerhouse and post-Second Powerhouse wildlife resources. For 
other sources of information on resources of the Columbia River, 
a bibliography entitled l Selected Adrinistrative Reports. and 
Publications Representative of Conservation Policy, Plans and 
Programs influencing the Management of the Wildlife Resource - 
within the Columbia River Basin" and another entitled .Partial 
List of Reports, Publications and Studies Describing State and 
Federal Policy and Program, and the Abundance and Distribution of 
Wildlife and habitat within the Columbia River Basin" art avail- 
able from the U.S. Army Corps of Engfnctrs, Portland District. 

The following summary was compiled from descriptions of the 
Bonneville Lock and Dam project area after initial construction 
and prior to construction of the Second Powerhouse. 

Considerable industrial development exists on shorelands of the 
project. This development has occurred on privately owned lands, 
some of which has bean constructed on lands presently encumbered 
by f lowage easements acquired by the Government for use in 
connection with Bonneville Project. Lumber and wood products 
account for the major industry. Agricultural cr.ops also contri- 
butt significantly to the economy of 3;ht Gorge. Residential 
areas dot the shoreline at several locations but are primarily 
concentrated within established communities (USACE, 1974). 

Flood plain associated wildlife habitat is extremely limited in 
the Bonneville Lock and Dam project area. The steep cliffs of 
the Columbia Gorge, inundation by the Bonneville Pool, and rail- 
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road and highway rights-of-way limit rfparian development along 
the pool. Much of the shoreline ia composed of either rock 
cliffs, rock riprap, sand and gravel, or in In human use. Less 
than 1 percent of 114-2 miles of shoreline is marsh (Tabor t 
19?6: e 

The Washington Department of Game (1977) noted 155 species of 
birds and 29 species of mammals (excluding bats) in the study 
area that extended from Prindlc to the Bridge of the Gods on the 
Washington aide. Tabor (1976) noted 104 species of birds below 
Bonneville Pool and 94 species above the dam. Estimates of total 
numbers of birds per habitat type were given by Tabor (1976). 
Tsbor 119761 identified i6 species of small mammals below the dam 
afld 34 apecirs above the dum. In addition, he observed 3 species 
of bats below the dam and 10 Species of bats abowe the dam, 

Bonneville Pool lies within one of the principal migratory water- 
fowl lanes of the Pacific flyway. Waterfowl use the open water 
of the Impoundment as a resting areap and some nesting QCCUfS 
along the shores and on island habitat. Major areas of waterfowl 
concent:ation during the fall and winter downstream from Bonne- 
vrile Pool include Baker Bay (RM 3 to 71, Lewis and Clark NWR (RM 
I9 to 351, Coiumbia White-tailed Deer NWR (RM 34 to 38), Deer 
Island (RM 7” to 82) I Ridgefield NWR (RM 38 to 93), Sauvie Island 
WMA IRM 87 to 99) , Smith and Bybee Lakes IRM 103 to 1061, Govern- 
ment is.iand jRM 113 to 1173, Steigerwald Lake area (RM 124 to 
:23: .’ and Franz and Arthur Lakes area IRM 1:37 to 140) (Tabor, 
1g70: Newton # 1984) v The Tanner Creek fish bypass (RH 145), also 
known aa Mitchell Ditch, provides a stopover for migrating ducks 
and geese (USACE, 1974). 

Tabor 1’976: observed winter waterfowl use of Bonneville Pool to 
be low. The maximum number of waterfowl observed in the Bonne- 
Vlile Pool during Tabor’s wrnter inventory was 495 in January 
i975. af this figure, 250 were coots which utilized Government 
25ve i Small flocks of Wintering geese have been observed along 
the Washington and Oregon shorelines. Tabor (1976) attributed 
low waterfowl use in the Bonneville Pool area to a negligible 
amount ‘0 f cropland (3 percent) and virtually no marshland (O-1 
percent i to provide a food source. 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife surveys Indicated higher 
-numbers of waterfowl in the Bonneville Pool than reported by 
Tabos b Oregon Department af Fish and -Wildlife personnel have 
observed 1,500 birds in the Bonneville Pool with numbers up to 
2,000 to 3,000 birds at peak migration timee in recent years 

(Tarland, 1984) 1 The most ‘common species include coot, Canada 
geese r mallard, and American wigeon. The reservoir is open to 
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waterfowl hunting; however, since upland feeding area6 for water- 
fowl are nearly nonexistent, little waterfowl hunting actually 
occurs (USACE, 1974). 

Duck nesting habitat appears to be very rarginal in the 
Bonneville Pool area. Tabor (1976) attributed the low duck nest- 
ing activity to the lack of adequate rhoreline habitat which for 
the most part is either rock cliff*, rock riprap, sand, gravel, 
or in human use. 

Ball, et al, (1981) estimated the average population of breeding 
Canada geese in Bonneville Pool to be 94 pair6 and below Bonne- 
ville Dar to be 50 pairs. Bonneville Pool had an average of at 
least 1.6 pairs per mile. Census figures below Bonneville Dam 
were still incomplete, but showed at least 1 pair per 3 river 
mile6 (Ball, et al., 1981). Areas of significant goose use were 
noted at Franz and Arthur Lakes (RM 137 to 140), Ramilton Island 
(W 144), Pierce Ranch (RX 142 to 143), Eamilton Slough (143), 
Viento Island (Ill4 160), Well6 Islaad (RI4 167), and Heraloose 
Island (RW 179) (Torland, 1984; USACE, 1976; WDG, 1977). 

During a 1975 brood survey flight, Tabor (1976) found 29 goose 
broods below Bonneville Dam. Tabor noted six broods on Dibblee 
Island (RW 62 to 64), 6 broods near the eastern end of Government 
Island (RM 116), 8 broods near Arthur Lake (RW 138 to 1391, and 6 
broods on Pierce Island (RH 142). Tabor noted 23 goose broods in 
Government Cove (RN 153) representing 97 goslings and 47 adult 
geese in 1975 and 21 broods representing 99 gosling6 and 44 adult 
geese in 1974. Brood survey data is available from Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife for 1983 and 1984 (Torland, 
1984) * 

During a nest and brood survey in 1975, Tabor (1976) found 59 
goose nests on island6 in Bonneville Pool; 49 of these nests were 
considered successful. Thirty-six goose nests were found on 
island6 between Bonneville Dax (RW 146) and RN 156. Tabor (1976) 
noted nine nests on Viento Island (RW 160) and six nests on 
Well's Island (RX 167). Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
found at least 20 nests on Well6 Island in 1984 (Torland, 1984). 
The Bonneville area was noted as having some of the more varied 
types of nesting habitat utilized by Canada geese ranging from 
areas void of vegetation to some areas that were grown to dense 
alder and Douglas fir (Tabor, 1976). Bonneville Pool has 
relatively few suitable nesting island6 (Ball, et al., 1981). 
The lack of islands in the Bonneville Pool area is considered a 
major diawback to goose nesting (Torland, 1984). Jklern (1976) 
stated only 9.5 riles of island shoreland are available withfn 
Bonneville Pool. A small breeding population of the Great Basin 
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Canada gteat nest on Bradford Island (RM 146) (WSACE, 1974) a 
Resident Canada geese have been noted to nest on Pierce Ranch (R&I 
142 to 143) and on Hamilton (BE-I 144), Pierce (R&4 142) and Iveo 
Islands (RM 1431 (USACE, 1976a). Our ing the years 1981 through 
1904, the D.S* Army Corps of Englnters has noted 52, 564, 77, and 
95 Canada goose nests respectively on islande in the Bonntvil..$@ 
Pool area between the dam and Wind River (Dorsey, 1984; Zar- 
ntcket, 1984). 

Between 24 and 40 geese were observed throughout the winter on 
Hemaloose Island (RR 179) (Tabor, 1976). Small flocks of 20 to 
40 geese occurred infrequently along the Waehington and Oregon 
shorelines between RM 167 and EM 169. Ducke uat the western end 
of Wti1.s Island (RM 1671 at low water levels, (Tabor, 1976, 

Ruffed grouse, ring-necked pheasant, California quail, turkey, 
mourning dove, band-tailed pigeon, and snipe art known to occur 
in suitable habitat adjacent to the Bonneville Pool (Tabor I 
1976) l 

Beaver r r lver ottef, mink, muskrat, and nutria were found 
downstream from Bonneville Dam (Tabor, 1976). Purbeartr dtnsi- 
ties were relatively higher below Bonneville Pool than any other 
segment of the Columbia River below HcNary Dam (Tabor, 1936). 
Tabor r-icsted ot tcr to be most abundant between RH 125 and RH 133. 
Beaver u s e was most intense in sloughs, ponda, and other areas 
protected from tidal action. Beaver harvest below Bonneville 
PO01 was 465 animals in 1973-74 and 464 in 1974-75 trapping 
seasons ‘Tabor, 1976). 

Beaver e rive1 otter i mink I and muskrat were found to occur in 
Bonneville Pool (Tabor, 1976). Tabor (1976) noted 23 colonies of 
beaver (70 to 100 individuals) primarily in protected areas with- 
in Bonneville Pool in fall 1974. Mink sign was more abundant in 
Gsnnevlile POOl. than in other segments of the Columbia River 
below McNary Dam. 

BLack- tailed deem and cougar were the only specie4 of big game 
mammals recorded in the Bonneville Pool area by Tabor (1976'1 a 
Black bear also use the area (Torland, 1984). Deer use wa8 noted 
t3 be relatively lowi but occurred at embayments, south of I-84N 
on the iJireqon shore and north of Highway 830 on the Washington 
shore !Tabor e 1976). Eight mountain goats were transplanted to 
the Tanner Butte area above the Bonneville Pool between 1969 and 
'971 (GSGC, 1972) e Success oE the transplants ie doubtful. 

OpOSSUUll porcupine, faccOOng coyote, bobcat, striped skunkr and 
spotted skunk occur in the Bonneville Pool ageaL. Tabor (1976) 
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found no evidence to indicate the presence of red fox, gray fox, 
or badger in the Bonneville Pool araa. Rowever, red fox have 
been seen in the pool area by Oregon Department of Piah and Wild- 
life personnel (Torland, 1984). 

The nor them bald eagle ia listed as a Federal and State 
threatened species. The osprey is on the Blue List which lists 
speciea whose populations the National Audubon Society have noted 
are declining. Ospreys are rare to uncommon .along pooled sec- 
tions of the Columbia River (Tabor, 1976). Ospreys are becoming 
more common and all nests have not been located (Torland, 1984). 
Northern bald eagle and osprey nest within the Bonneville Pool 
area. Osprey and eagle roost in large cottonwood trees along 
sloughs and Hamilton Creek and feed on fish (USACE, 1976). 
Hamilton Slough (RM 143) also provides valuable feeding habitat 
for eagle and osprey (USFWS, 1982). Osprey nests have been noted 
on a navigation aid and at bdemaloose Par.k (RM 177 to 179) (D. 
Lenhart, 1984; Tabor I 1976) e Osprey nests have al80 been 
reported in Hood River County and Waaco County. Howevsro the 
nest reported for Iiood River County was destroyed in the winter 
of 1973 (Tabor, 1976). 

The peregrine falcon is listed as a Federal and State endangered 
species in Ortgen and Washington. Nelson (1969) indicated’ that 
historically this subspecies was common&y found along the Colun- 
bia River from the coast upstream to about The Dallts, but had 
declined drastically in numbers as recently as 1964. It is 
reported that ptrtgrints have nested on Beacon Rock (USACE, 
1976). 

Columbia crass (a federal candidate plant species) and two 
sensitive Arttmisia plant species have been noted on Hamilton 
Island, Pierce Ranch, Pierce Island, and Ives Island. The 
plants' occurrence on Pierce and Ives Islands has precluded the 
consideration of these islands as potential sites for goose 
habitat mitigation by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
rt8ource agencies. 

Great blue heron rookeries are noted on Pierce Island and Wells 
Island (Tabor, 1976; J. Torland, 1984). 

(2) Second. Powerhouse Construction Ph’ast 
e 

The Second Powerhouse Project ntctasitattd the relocation of the 
town of North Bonneville in Skamania County, Washington and the 
excavation and deposition of about 18 million cubic yards of soil 
and rock. The following is a summary of Second Powerhouse 
impacts oa wildlife resources. 
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The Columbia River bottomland, where the new town of North 
Bonneville and the transportation routes were relocated, was an 
area of abundant wildlife populations and composed of a diverse 
mosaic of riparian, pasture, shrub, deciduous and c.oniferous 
forest and wetland communities (UDG, 1977). Only a small area of 
upland habitat was impacted by the town relocation. The majority 
of town development and spoils deposition affected pastureland 
and riparian areas which are relatively scarce in the area. A 
1976 Environmental Impact Statement on the relocation of North 
Bonneville statee that approximately 800 acres was estimated to 
be the total area of wildlife habitat to be affected by town 
relocation and spoil disposal (USACL, 1976a)., The Washington 
Department of Game (1977) estimated that 998 acres of fish and 
wildlife habitat were impacted by the Second Powerhouse project 
and town relocation, resulting in a loss of 8,798,036 animal- 
unit-years for the life of the project. 

Impacts predicted from site preparation. for the town of North 
Bonneville included 20 acres of riverbank vegetation, including 
black cottonwood, willow, red alder, birch, and some aquatic 
plants at Garrison Rapids. Site preparation for the new town 
also resulted in the clearing of approximately 140 acres of vege- 
tation (including black cottonwood, Carry oak, Douglas fir, 
cottonwood-bigleaf maple communities, and grass and shrub 
communities on the Lewis and Clark Ranch and Pierce Ranch. A 
shift in fauna1 composition to more urban adapted types was 
expected (USACE, 1976a). 

Impacts of the Second Powerhouse included the alteration of 
vegetation at spoil disposal areas. Hamilton Island and Bradford 
Island were primarily affected by fill activity. Several esti- 
mates of acreage affected by spoil disposal are available. A 
1971 Environmental Impact Statement on the Second Powerhouse 
states that ,400 to 600 acres having scattered tree growth of 
varying size, a residence with outbuildings, wetlands, farmland, 
and river shoreland. were affected by spoil disposal (USACE, 
1971). A 1976 report states that =approximately 300 to 400 acres 
of land, primarily on Eamilton Island and east of the new town 
center, would be stripped of vegetation and covered with second 
powerhouse excavation materials" with an estimated "additional 
60 to 80 acres of old field grasses and shrubs, interspersed with 
scattered deciduous woods. to be disturbed by construction in the 
new town center area (USACE, 1976a). 

Construction of the Second Powerhouse also impacted portions of 
Bradford Island. The island was reduced in size by excavation 
for the tailrace of the Second Powerhouse; and the western tip of 
the island was utilized for disposal of some excavated material. 
The western portion of the island is presently rock and gravel 
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with some Scotch broom. While industrial development has claimed 
much of the habitat on Bradford Island, 'the wdatern half of the 
island does provide for 6ome Small mammal6 and birds. The 
eastern tip (approximately 15 6cre6) i8 relatively unUi6turbed. 
This tract of land provide8 8uitable habitat for a number of 
resident and nonresident wildlife 8pecie8. The lowland marsh is 
a young ecory8ter providing rarting and nesting area6 for watet- 
fowl and shore birds. Bradford Island is used as a resting and 
nesting area by Canada geese (USACB , 1974t Elfifrit, 1980t 
tarneckee, 1980). 

Development at propo8ed *optimum town. land8 would re6ult in the 
loss of additional wildlife habitat at Earilton Island. =optirum 
town. concern6 Uorth Bonneville96 request that the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers transfer additional project lands to the town 
for eventual expansion and/or economic development. An accurate 
up-to-date acreage figure for wildlife habitat mitigation needs 
if .optimum town. plans are implemented is not available. The 
U.S. Army Corp6 of Enginners and the town of Uorth Bonneville 
have been in litigation over this issue which remains unresolved 
as of May 1984. 

V WILDLIFE WITIGATIOW HISTORY 

(a) Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

(11) Initial Construction Phase 

Initial project construction of the Bonneville Lock and Dam 
Project predated the ?iah and Wildlife Coordination Act. Impact 
assessments and mitigation recommendations were not written for 
the initial construction phase of Bonneville Lock and Dam, and 
consultation and coordination with wildlife agencies during this 
initial phase were nonexi6tent. 

(2) Second Powerhouse Construction Phase 

In December of 1975, the U.S. Army Corps of Bngineerr contracted 
with Wa8hington Department of Game to evaluate the impacts of the 
Bonneville Second Powerhou6e Project. The project included, both 
the new powerhouse and the relocation of the town of Worth Bonne- 
ville. Washington Department of Game submitted a final report on 
October 31, 1977 and suggested a number of corpen8ation land 
alternatives. The report propo8ed a plain for total compensation 
of Second Powerhouse Project impacts and recommended that: 
1) compensation land be located in Columbia River bottomland 
below Bonneville Dam; 2) numerous habitat improvement mea8urea be 
implemented which included stabilization of water levels, cattle 



reatcictions, carp control, and plantings for wildlife; 39 off- 
project lands be acquired; and, I) funds to implement mitigation 
plans targ-ted at waterfowl enhancement, especiably Canada geese* 
be provided. The Washington Department of Game identified the 
Stslgerwald Lake area as a possible compensation area in a 
suppiement to its 1977 report, The Steigerwald Lake area is 
located between Columbia River mile 124 and 128, near the town of 
Washougal. It is a diked flood plain area of approximately 
1,398 acres, bounded by the Columbia River and Washington’s State 
Route 14. The Washington Department of Game provided the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers with three possible wildlife compensation 
plans in a second supplement to Its 1977 report. As evidenced by 
the recommendation of habitat Improvements at the Steigerwald 
L&ke area in each of the three plans, the Washington Department 
of Game believed the Stelgerwald bake area should be included in 
any compeneatlon pian for the Second Powerhouse Pro3ect. 

In Hay of 1980, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers rejected 
Washington Department of Game's compensation proposal based upon 
COBt* ,A revised mitigation plan was developed based upon pax&- 
lllizing wildlife production on project lands identified by the 
u-s, Army Corps of Engineers as available for wildlife. In a 
letter dated October 15, 1980, Washington Department of Game pre- 
sented a revised proposal for compensating fish and wildlife 
Losses zaused by construction of the Bonneville Second Powerhouse 
Pro;ect !WDS; 1973; USPWS r 1982). The revised proposal 
recommended: 1) t h e refilling of Bass Lake; 29 the revegetation 
of Ramllton Island: 3) the development of 100 acres of goose 
brooding and feeding areas (at Pierce and Ives Islands); and, 
4’! the bcquisition and development of 133 acres at the Pierce 
Rancn, and 743 acres at and to the west of the Franz and Arthur 
Lakes area (WDG, 1980). 

At the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' request, the U.S. Fish and 
wildlife Service initiated am effort in December 1980 to develop 
coordinated mitigation recommendations for Second Powerhouse pro- 
-Ject impacts on wildlife and resident fish. A Habitat Evaluation 
Team of interagency bioiogt&ta was formed early in 1981. A pre- 
liminary draft of wildlife mitigation requirements far the 
Bamilton Island disposal area was submitted by the team on 
Zecember 3, !98!. The purpose of this draft was to provide habi- 
tat development input that would be compatible with the overall 
landscaping objectives of its Second Powerhouse Design Memorandum 
No. 22. A draft of this report, titled *Fish and Wildlife 
Hitigat~on Plan, Bonneville Second Powerhouse, Skamania County, 
Washington' was submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on 
Hay 14, 1982. The final report was produced in August of 1982 
LPWS, 19829 a 
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In developing the 1982 report, U.S. ?ish and Wildlife Service and 
other evaluation tear members (Washington Department of Care and 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) .sought to identify mitigation 
actions which would rake maximum use of project lands to rinirise 
the need and expense of land acquisition. Project lands identi- 
fied as having significant mitigation potential were Hamilton 
Island and Baas Lake. The Franz and Arthur Lakes area was judged 
to have the highest potential mitigation value of the off-project 
lands investigated. The identified site is approximately 385 
acres in size. 

The 1982 report outlined detailed conceptual mitigation plans for 
Frana and Arthur Lakes, Baas Lake, and Hamilton Island. Because 
these actions were still not sufficient to fully offset the 
impacts of the Second Powerhouse Project, the creation of addi- 
tional wildlife habitat from material excavated from the proposed 
Navigation Lock Proj.ect was also recommended, It was anticipated 
that this material could be used to expand Pierce and/or Ives 
Islands to create additional wildlife habitat. These mitigation 
plans included numerous habitat improvement measures, including 
stabilization of water levels using dikes, levees, and other 
water control structures; wildlife habitat plantings; fencing: 
creation of ponds and marsh habitats; and placement of nesting 
structures. Collectively, the recommendationa centered on 
increasing vegetational diversity, enhancing waterfowl nesting 
habitat, rehabilitating approximately 70 percent of the wading 
bird and aquatic furbearer habitat lost and improving a warmwater 
fishery for public use. 

In a letter dated March 20, 1984, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service requested an update from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
regarding the status of the previously recommended mitigation 
measures. The letter documented the fact that habitat develop- 
ment on Pierce and Ives Islands with spoil material from the 
proposed Navigation Lock Project had been rejected because a 
candidate plant species being considered for listing as an endan- 
gered species and two sensitive plant species are located on the 
islands. This part of the mitigation plan was alan --jetted 
because of the desire to raintain the islands. in a natural 
state. In addition, it appeared that landscaping plans being 
developed for Hamilton Island would not allow for the full 
development of the wildlife mitigation potential of the island. 
Because it would not be poaaible to offset the impacts of the 
Second Powerhouse Project as recommended in the 1982 report, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service suggested that consideration again 
be given to the acquisition and development of the Steigerwald 
Lake wetland area to meet the mitigation needs for the Second 
Powerhouse Project. 
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In a separate letter report dated June 7, 1984, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service again recommended that as much of the wildlife 
mitigation need as possible be met on Hamilton Island. The 
island was identified in the 1982 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
report as having tbe potential to meet over half of this need, 
provkded that 'optimum townm plans for the town of North Bonne- 
ville do not significantly reduce the amount of lands left for 
mitigation purposes. The letter identified at least two possible 
means of fully compensating for the Second Powerhouse Project: 
1) full development of Hamilton Island and acquisition and 
development of 682 asree of land in the Steigervald Lake area 
(the Trust for Public Lands ha8 recently negotiated an option to 
purchase this property for wildlife mitigation); or‘ 2'r partial 
deveiopmeot. -of Hamilton Island, and acquisition and development 
irf bath the Franz and ArtRut Lakca area and the Steigerwald Lake 
property. Pull development of Bamllton Island and the Franz and 
Arthur Lakes area would 0nSy partially compensate for Second 
Powerhouse impacts. The June 7, 1984 letter also concluded that 
besause Limited mitigation opportunities arc available in the 
project area, all available mitigation options would need to be 
pursued if hydropower impacts on wildlife from both the original 
and second powerhouses are to be mitigated in the Bonneville 
project area, 

;bi Mitigation Mandates, Requirements, OK Agreements 

i'ii FPC'/PERC Requirements 

Aa a federal project, the Pederal Power Commission does not have 
the responsibility for issuing permitsP licenses and license 
exemption grants under the Federal Water Power Act for Bonneville 
LOSk ant Dam. 

Iii!! Fish and WildLife Coordination Act Proceedings 

11 IcltiaP Consttucticn Phase 

Na mitigation mandates. requirements, not agreements have been 
found VhiCh relate to impacts associated with the initial 
construction of the Bonneville Lock and Dam Project in the 
:930”s. Authorization fot the Bonneville Lock and Dam Project 
predates the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. Impact and 
mitigation reports were not written for the initial construction 
of Bonneville Lock and Dam, and consultation and cootdination 
with u:ldlife agencies dur :ing this initial phase were non- 
existent. 

Iii) Second Powerhouse construction phase 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Ast (FWCA) of 1934, as 
amended I requires al1 hydroelectric project developers to consult 
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with the U.S. Irish and Wildlife Strvict and state conservation 
agencies prior to project development .with a view to preventing 
loss of and damage to wildlife rtmWrcta.g Federal development 
projects were required to contain adequate provision fot conatr- 
vation, maintenance, and management of wildlife resources conaia- 
tent with primary project purposes. This Act was named the Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act of August 12, 1958, at which time 
an amendment was added stating that .wildlift conservation shall 
receive equal consideration and be coordinated with other 
features of water-resource development prograri.m Land acquiai- 
tion, projtct modifications, and/or project operation rodifica- 
tiona were to be baaed on impact and mitigation reports by 
wildlife agencies, and coats for these reaaurea were to be made 
an integral part of project coats. 

The provisions of the FWCA have not been implemented in all 
phases of the Bonneville Lock and Dam Project. The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers has traditionally maintained that the Bonnt- 
villt Lock and Dar Project is not subject to compliance with the 
PWCA. They have also maintained that a Piah and Wildlife 
Coordination Act report was not needed for the Bonneville Second 
Powerhouse Project because the Second Powerhouse was included 
under the original authorization for Bonntvillt Dam. Howtvtr, 
coordination between the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Washington 
Department of Game, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has been 
documented since 1975, the result of which were two reports 
addressing wildlife resources and impacts associated with 
construction of the Second Powerhouse. The two documents were 
Washington Department of Game's 1977 report and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service@8 1982 report. These reports art discussed in 
IV. WILDLIFE SPECIES AWD HABITAT ASSBSSNENTS. 

In a letter dated July 15, 1983# to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and the Washington Department of Game@ the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers agreed to implement some mitigation measures 
on project lands, in particular at Bass Lake and on Hamilton 
Island. Bowtvtr, detailed rtvtgttation plans were still being 
worked on as of June 1984. Coordination between agencies con- 
cerning .Stcond Powerhouse impacts is still occurring; however, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers impltmtntation of wildlife habitat 
plantings on Hamilton Island to the extent rtcormtndtd by wild- 
lift agencies appears unlikely. 

(3) HOP8 or Other Agrttrtnta - 

No Memorandums of Understanding have been found related to the 
Bonneville Lock and Dam project (Eiowtrton, 1984; Ltnhart, 1984; 
Sttgmtitr, 1984; Webster, 1984; Van LOP, 1984). An l inttrim-use 
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License granted by U&S. Army Corps of Engineers allows Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife to develop and manage 1,324 acres 
at Crates Point (RM 188) -for fish and wildlife conscrvationD for 
25 years beginning October 1980 (APPENDIX D). 

iC) Mitigation Implemented 

No mitigation has been implemented to date to offset losses to 
wildlife populations and their habitats as a result of the 
initial construction and operation of Bonneville Lock and Dam. 

Very little mitigation has been implemented to date to offset 
iosses to wildlife populations and their habitats as a result of 
constructson of the Second Powerhouse, Otegan Department of Pbeh 
and Wlldlffe is managlng 132 acres at Crates Pofnt for multiple 
use includrng fishing, upland 'game and waterfowl hunting, water- 
fowl nesting, and native trails. Habitat management includes a 
burning program and shrub and willow plantings. While wildlife 
conservation activities are occurring as a result of the Second 
powerhouse, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has supplied 
the monies and funds for the development and maintenance of fish 
and wildlife habitat and programs. The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers began some revegetation measures for Canada geese on 
Bradford and Bamilton Islands in 1983, but final landscaping and 
mitigation plans have not been completed. Bass Lake wag refilled 
13 !983, Mitigation of wildlife resources associated with the 
SeiT0nd ?ower?ouse on off-prl3:ect lands hawe not been pursued 
because efforts have been hampered by the inability of the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers to acguire off-project lands, the small 
amount i3 f avaiiable project lands, and funding. The current 
Lqvo1vement with wildiife mitigation for the Bonneville Lock and 
Darn Pro;ect is limited to the small amount of project land avail- 
able for such purposes (USACE, 19743 1 

VI CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNKNG 

Bonnevllte Second Powerhouse - The U.S. Army Cotps of Engineers 
is responslbie for the ground cover that has been established on 
Bamiiton Island, and they have been actively developing sites for 
public use, such as a boat ramp, access road? and planting of 
ornamentais. AlSO, they intend to revegetate parts of Bradford 
Island as part Of a mitigation plan for Second Powerhouse 
impacts c However r landecaping plane for the major portion of 
Bamiiton Island and Bradford Island have not been finalized. In 
addition, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is developing plans to 
restore Bass Lake. Whether or not these mitigation plans will 
z esemble those developed and recommended by the wildlife agencies 
is not known. Mitigation planning involving Franz and Arthur 
takes and t h e Steigerwald Lakes area 1s unlikely to proceed 
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unless one of the government agencies is able to purchase the 
needed mitigation lands (Drimbal, 1984; Elliftit, 19841 Carst, 
19843 Howetton, 1984; Melland, 1984; Zatnecky, 1984). 

Bonneville Navigation Lock - The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
U.S. Fish md Wildlife ServiceI and Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife have been involved in coordinstion on the proposed 
Bonneville Wavigation Lock Project. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service provided a Fi6h and Wildlife Coordination Act Report, 
dated January 7, 1977, on the effects of the as yet unauthoriscd 
construction activities associated with Bonneville Navigation 
Lock. The report contains a general discussion of wildlife 
resourcesp partial wildlife lists, and a 8et of mitigation 
recommendations. Current planning centers on finding adequate 
and suitable areas for the disposition of 4.5 million cubic yards 
of excess materials, identifying impacts at proposed disposal 
areas, and developing a mitigation plan for project impacts. In 
mid-1983 plans for the creation of additional wildlife habitat on 
Pierce and Ives Islamds with disposal material from the Naviga- 
tion Lock Project were dropped with the discovery of several rare 
plants on Pierce and Ives Islands. 

Columbia Basin Waterfowl Redistribution Plan - This is a 
cooperative effort involving U.S. Fi8h and Wildlife Service, 
Oregon Department of Pish and Wildlife, and Washington Department 
of Game. It involves an attempt to redistribute wintering watet- 
fowl which are concentrating in the Umatilla Basin area and move- 
some of them to the North Columbia Ba8in and southeast Idaho. 
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Jerry Lsuer 
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Warm Springs Tribe 
Yakfma Xndian Nation 
Bureau of fndian Affairs 
Warm Springs Natural 

Relrources Dept. 
Nez Pierce Tribe 

Gregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Karen Btdroeeian 
Dan car Lerron 
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Jack Melland 
Frank Newton 
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Ken Oziabal 
Gail Gar'dner 
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Bob Willie 
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1984 
2/16 

2116 

2/16 

2/27 
2/29 

3/5 

3/6 

3/g 

3,“16 

3/19 

7/16 

7/l 6 

7/17 

7/24 

7/24 

7/24 

?/24 

Summary 

Ken Dxirbal, USACL, telephone discussion of Corps'contacts 
and information sources 
Merritt Stegreier, USACE, telephone discussion of Corps 
non's 
Carolyn Larneckee# USACE,. telephone discussion of current 
Corps activities bemefitting wildlife 
Gail Gardner, USACK, telephone discussion of dam operations 
Dick Webster, USACE, telephone discussion on the existence 
of any Crops l greerentm or BlOU’s pertinent to the 
Bonneville Lock and Dar Project 
Ken Dzirbal, USACE, telephone conversation on status of 
Canada Goose Brood Study 
Ken Dzirbal, USACE, telephone discussion of current status 
of mitigation planning on ongoing Corps projects 
Ken Dzirbal, USACE, telephone discussion of mitigation 
plans involving Bradford Island 
Kim Larson, USACE, telephone inquiry for date of Bonneville 
Pool filling 
Carolyn Zarneckee, USACE, telephone inquiry for status of 
Corps mitigation efforts 
Carolyn Xarneckee, USACE, interagency reeting on Bonneville 
Navigation Lock Canada Goose Brood Mitigation 
Gcof f Dorscy, USACE, interagency meeting on Bonneville 
Navigation Lock Canada Goose Brood Mitigation 
Carolyn Karneckee, USACE, telephone discussion of Corps 
wildlife management programs 
Kim Larson, USACI, telephone inquiry concerning Second 
Powerhouse completion 
Geoff Dorsey, USACE, telephone discussion of additional 
goose data 
Dick Duncan, USACE, telephone inquiry concerning USACE 
response to WDG 
Bob WilliS, USACE, telephone inquiry concerning USACE 
response to UDG 
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Depadmenf of Fish and WibYife 
506 SW. MILL STREET, P.O. BOX 3503. PORTMND. OREGON 97208 

--- 

29 August, 1984 

Mr. John R. Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, OR 97208 

Attention Mr. James Meyer: 

The Dregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has high expectations of the 
Northwest Power Planning Act to provide for wildlife and wildlife habitat 
mitigation to offset impacts resulting fro? hydroelectric development. 

As the Bonneville Dam Wildlife Mitigation Status Report and our attached 
comments on that report indicate, comprehensive evaluation of wildlife 
rescurce impacts and mitigation for wildlife habitat losses were not 
accomplished. Knowleoge of wildlife resources and legal mandates have changed 
since the 3onneville Project was constructea. In addition to the requirements 
of the Northwest Power ?lanning Act for protection, mitigation and enhancement 
of wildlife resources, the Department of Fish and Wildlife has a policy to 
request mitigation for losses of animal populations and habitat. The main 
sten; Columbia River hydroelectric projects have high priority due to the high 
value of wildlife resources involved. 

In recognition of our increased responsibilities to address a broad range of 
concerns, I strongly urge the participating agencies to move forward in 
implementing the Wildlife Program of the Northwest ?ower Planning Council. In 
partictilar, we must proceed with a mitigation elan based on a comprehensive 
assessment of wildlife impaets at the Bonneville Project. The Department is 
prepared to participate in this endeavor and recommends a habitat based 
evaluation using: 1) the expertise of biologists from appropriate agencies; 
2) existing data where possible;-and 3) cost effective methods. 

The first step toward accomplishing the goals of the Power Council's Fish and 
.Wildlife Program has been the mitigation status report. We must now take the 
succeeding steps leading to full compensation for wildlife and wildlife 
habitat impacts at the Bonneville Project. 

kb/hk 
Encl. 
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Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Comments on 

Wildlife Mitigation Status Report 
Bonneville Dam and Reservoir 

29 August, 1984 

These comments respond to a request from James R. Meyer, Bonneville Power 
AdministratIon, dated 17 August 1984 to review the Mitigatfon Status Report 
for Bonneville Dam and Reservoir. 

Oregon Revised Statute 496.012, WildlSfe Policy, says in part: "It is the 
policy of the State of Oregon that wild-life shall be managed to provide the 
optima recreational and aesthetic benefits for present and future generations 
of the citizens of this state. 
wildlife management are: 

In furtherance of this policy, the goals of 

(I) To maintain all species of wildlife at optimum levels and prevent 
the serious depletion of any indigenous species. 

(2) To develop and manage the lands and waters of this state in a manner 
that will enhance the production and public enjoyment of wildlife." 

In accordance with ORS 496.012, the Department has a policy to request mitiga- 
tion when losses to animal populations and habitat result from project 
construction and operation. These policies are consistent with the Power Act 
and Wildlife Program purpose "to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wild- 
life to the extent affected by the deveiopment and operation of any hydro-- 
electric project of the Columbia River and its tributaries...." This goal has 
yet to be achieved at the Bonneville Project. 

The Bonneville Wildlife Mitigation Status Report demonstrates assessment of 
the impacts to wildlife resulting from the construction and operation of the 
project was not comprehensive. This is evident by the lack of information 
available regarding the types and amounts of habitat altered and the lack of 

-quantitative estimates of species affected by the project. The significance 
of the inundated habitat to wildlife has not been fully explored. Even though 
impact assessment has not been adequate, it is obvious that substantial 
impacts occurred to wildlife as a.result of the Bonneville Project, 
considering acreage of habitat inundated. The status report indicates that 
mitigation measures implemented have not been adequate to offset impacts to 
wildlife resulting from the project. 

,In order to "protect, mitigate, and enhance" wildlife resources affected by 
the development and operation of the hydroelectric generating facilities at 
the Bonneville Project, it is necessary to detetllrine what impacts occurred. 
Upon the approval of and funding by the Council and Bonneville Power 
Administration, the Department is prepared to participate in an assessment of 
impacts to wfldlife resources resulting from the Bonneville Project and 
preparation of a loss statement. 
in developing mitigation plans. 

The Department is also ready to participate 
We believe that a workable loss statement and 
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mitigation plan can be developed based on existing information, and the 
expertise of biologists from the appropriate agencies who ate familiar with 
the project area and appropriate wildlIfe habitat and species. Extensive, 
detailed studies will only delay implementation of mitigation measures. 

The level of UnderstandIng of our wildlife resources has greatly improved 
since the time of construction of the Bonneville Project. We have broader 
concerns and are more aware of wildlife/habitat relationships. The Northwest 
Power Planning Act and the Power Council's Fish and Wildlife program have 
provided the opportunity to correct past misunderstanding and shortsightedness 
regarding wildlife resources affected by the development and operation of 
hydroelectric power in the Colunbia River Basin. The Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife wants to see'that opportunity realized to the fullest degree 
possible in a timely, efficient, and cost-effective manner. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND W1LDLl.E SERVICE 

September 18, 1384 

Wr, John Palcnsky, Director 
Division of Fish and wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Attention : James Meyer 
Pe 0. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

As requested ir. Mr. Meyer ‘B letter of August 3 7 p 1984, we have reviewed the 
Wildlife Mitigation Status Report for the Bmnevibft Lock and Dam Project 
Ctht Project). The following comments art being provided for inclusion in 
the final report. 

General CorrPnent8 

Sased on :he zeport'a content, it 16 evident that the construction and 
operatx?n of the Project has resulted in subatantial adVtrBt impacts to 
vlldi;Ft resourcee vhich have been neither adequately identified nor 
mitigated, Therefore t tit Service rtccmnends that the Bonnevlllt Power 
Administration provide funds to: ‘1) conduct a comprehensive evaluation of 
-he impacts of the Project on wildlife resources; and 2) bastd on the 
findings of that evaluation, develop a mitigation and enhanctmtnt plan 
which woul.d fuliy compensate the adverse wildlife impacts attributable to 
the Project. 

The Serulce has tbe necessary expertise and muld like to participate as 
:ne itad agency in both the impact evaluation aAd mitigation plan 
deveiopment tasks. we are devcloplng a proposal to conduct an impact 
evaluation and wrll submit it to you 1n the near future, 

Speci fir Commenta -- ." 

4 comprehensive evaluation of the Project's Impact. on vi ldli fe resources 

should be conducted by a team of qualified biologists composed of aeprtsen- 
tatives from appropriate state and federal resource and development agtn- 
7ies. These include the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Washington 
;)epartmen? of Game, Army Corps of Engineers, and Fish and Wildlife 
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Service. The evaluation should include an analysis of any actions which 
have been ixplemented to mitigate the Project98 adverse iapacts on 
wildlife. we suggest the evaluation be habitat bsatd and supported by 
population data when available. We btliwt that such an waluation could 
be accomplithtd with a ainhum of new data collection by: 11 analyzing the 
existing data rtftrtnctd in the status report such as pre- and 
poat-conatruction photography; and 2) conaultatioa with professional 
rildlifa biologists fmiliar with the arts'8 wildlife rmoutcaa aa they 
txbted ptfor to project conattuction. The waluation8a results should be 
presented in an impact uauamtnt report. 

Utilitfng the rtmlts fra the aforaentioned Impact l tataant, ut btlitvt 
that the same team of biologists, with assistance fra their agtncys~ 
respective habitat specialists, should dwtlop a ritlgstion plan. The 
plan, if implemented, would be designed to ampenaate the adverse wildlife 
impacts identified. 

In addition, we would like to mention that ltgialation has bttn ptsstd by 
the 98th Congress, 2nd Session, and signtd into lau by Prtaidtnt Rtagan 
that will provide funds to the Army Corpa of Engineers to acquire property 
in the Sttigtrwald Ltkt Wetland Arts for fi8h and wildlife mitigation 
purposes associated with the Bonneville Lock and Dam Second Powerhouse 
Project. This lagialation is very 8ignfficant in view of the following: 

1. Opportunities for.both onaite and offaite mitigation for the 
Bonnwillt Project8 me extremely limited. 

2. The ftu reuaining areas with mitigation potential are in danger of 
being lost to residential, wmercfal, and industrial development 
interests. 

3. If all of the rexaining artu suitable for mitigation could be 
acquirsd, it is doubtful that the adverse wildlife impacts of both the 
original Bonnwillt Project and the Second Powerhouse could be 
adequately companaated o 

In view of the above, we believe the wildlife resource agencies, the Army 
Corps of Engineers , the Poutt Plaming Council, and the Bonnwille Power 
Administration should work together to pursue all options to acquire those 
areas suitable for mitlgatlon as rapidly as possible. We have already been 
working with the Corps regarding efforts to maximize mitigation 
opportunities oa Project lands. Pailurt to expeditiously pursue all 
available onsite and offsite ritigation opportunities would greatly rtduce 
the existing potential to restore the wildlife resources of ant of the moat 
unique natural areas in the Pacific Northwest. 

The Prans and Arthur Lakes area is one of the best remaining mitigation 
areasa In fact, some of the major land owners in this area have proposed 
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iin the dorm of an Aaoncbment to (the Pwer Council) that the area be 
acquirad for wildlife mitigation, We believe that acquleition of this area 
should be pucaurd without waiting for the impact evaluation to be 
csrple ted, with the undcrrtandimg that the action would be craiitcd a8 
mitigation for the BonncvilPe projecta. We will be contacting you in the 
near fotue regarding a proposal to acquire property in the Franz and 
Clrthur Lakes area. 

In conclusion, we believe no single agency or uuer group i# Keaponmible for 
the adverse wildlife impacts which have resulted from the developant md 
operation of the Bonneville L+ock and l3m Project. The proposala outlined 
in this letter would be considered -standard operating procedures0 fat 
evaluating the impacts of new water devalcqnaent propoeab under prewnt 
state and federal. laws, regulations, and policic~. Onfortunately, these 
legal umndstee ukaIch today provide for the protactiom of our wildlife 
reaourcea were not a8; strong when the Bmnevll.Pe Project was being 
deoe loped )D Plwever I bsth the Northreet Power Planning md Conoervation Act 
and the Council's Fish and Wildlife program recqnize this and together 
have given us an opportunity to evaluate and replace lost wildlife 
resources. The Service is eager to move tward that end. 

Acting ksaistant Regional Director 
Babitat Resourcea 
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Mr. Russell D. Peterson 
U,S. Fish and wzldlife Scrvicc 
D~vrrisn of Ecological Seroicce 
Portland Field Office 
92'3 N.E. 34th Avenue 
PortPand,Oregon 939 $2 

11. reference to y0u.r letter of August f0, 1983. regarding per-= 
spect;~e of the Confederated Trkbes cpn the history of v~ldPi,fc 
strid~es and mitigation measures accomplished at the BsnnevlIlt 
Lock and Dam, the Dallts bxk and Darn, John Day Lock and Dam, 
and McNary Lock and Dam, cormrents were not submitted on this 
eilblect at the !zime of project authoritataon. It appears that 
oar concerns on construction of these hydroIclcckr.ie projects 
were Iimlitad to impacts on anadromous fisheries, We do not have 

zcmentatlon on f11r which outlines the impacts on vlldlifc 
and m~tagation measures adopted. 

we would appreciate tb opportunity to review drafts of the 
t?.atuS repoxts on WI 1?1 zfe mitigatiion at the hydroePectre~ 
pLxjertr prior to completion of the final fepart* Me wis9 
pr-ovldc comments rcgardnng wildlife concerns at that tim& 
Copies of the reports should be rent to 3erHy E. Laucr, Bureau 
of Indxan Affairs, Wmrstafla Indian Atgcncy, P.0. Box 520, Pendle- 
ton, Oregon 99801. Mr. Lauer actr as staff wildlife bio;logist 
for the Confederated hi&s.. 

Sincerely, 

CQNFEDERATED TRIBES OF TEE 
UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION 

Board of Trustee; 
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Russell D. Peterson 
Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish L Wildlife Service 
Division of Ecological Services 
Portland Field Office 
f27 N.E* 24th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

Rc : Wi 31dlife Mitigation and Co%umbia R.ivex 
Hydroeleetrnc Projects 

Dear Mr, Peterson: 

I represent the Warm Springs '&i&e and am writing in response 
to your letter of August 10th to Terry Luther of the tribe's 
Natural Resources Department. Your letter requests information 
concecming wildlife mitigation studies and measures undertaken 
in connection with the four CoE mid-Columbia hydro projects. 

We have reviewed our files and discussed the matter with 
tribal leaders il It appears that wildlife mitigation was 
omtted from the negotiations between the federal government 
and tic Columbia River Indian tribes leading to the construction 
of the four projects that are the subject of your reports. 
The omission of the wildlife mitigation from the federal- 
tribal discussions uas almost certainly inadvertent. The 
tribe"s treaty-protected right to hunt, as well IS fish, 
off -reservation gives the triba a legal interest in the 
preservation of all wildlife resources in the raid-Columbia 
resr on c Diminished populations of such species as ducks, 
geese8 otter‘ beaver, muskrats, deer, etc. resulting from 
the construction of the mid-Columkfa xlydro projects must be 
restored to fufffll the tribe's treaty right. 

To our knovlcdge, no studies have hen undertaken to determine 
whether population8 of vildlife rpecies utilized by tribal 
members in the area inundated by tha hydro projects have 
been diminished. The trih is anxious to assist the Fish 
Wildlife &rvice in its effort8 to determine the amxmt o 
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ecz Warm Springs Fish c Wildlife 
cord ttee 

Terry Luther I Ffatura 1 ReroUXe8 
Department 

A-36 > 



CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND BAND8 

wahba lAldiprr JMiw 
WILDLIFE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

Po6.r OcReL Box II1 

2(509) 865-5121 
Ext. 666 or 668 

November 22, 1983 

Richard D, Giger 
Fish and Wildlife Senrice 
Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692 
500 N.E. Hultnomah Street 
Portland, OR 97232 

Rx: Yakixm Indi.an Nation concerns seiativc to wildlife mitig&&m 
and the Corps of Engineers mid-Columbia hydro projects. 

, Dear Sir: 

The Yakuma Indian Nation welcomes the opportunity to comment on 
wildlife mitigation relative to Indian concerns in connection 
with the four Corps of Engineers mid-Columbia hydro projects 
[Bonneville, The Dalles, John Day, and McNary Dams) a You are 
correct in your findings that wildlife mitigation was omitted 
from the negotiations between the federal government and the 
Columbia River Indian tribes prior to the construction of the 
hydra projects covered in your report. The omission of wildlife 
mitigation from the federal-tribal discussions was certainly 
inadvertant, but easily explained. The Bureau of Indian Affairs 
has historicaliy not been directly involved in wildlife management 
either kr; an advocacy role, or in a functional on-reservation 
wiidiife management program. Scientific wildlife management on- 
resesvatlon is a relatively new phenomena and stems primarily 
f?COrt! concerned tribes active involvement in the previous five 
years- Given these facts, f% is not surprising that tribal 
wildlife concerns were not represented in the original negotiations, 
The Yaklrna Indian Nation"s Treaty protected right to hunt, as 
well as fish, off reservation, gives the tribe a legal interest 
wn the conservation and maintenance of all wildlife resources 
in the mid-Columbia and Columbia Basin regions. 

The increased competance of on-reservation tribal wildlife 
management in the last few years fortunately coincides with your 
studies relative to wildlife mitigation on these main stem hydro- 
eiectric projects. Bopefully, these unmitigated losses can now 
be identified and properly addressed through the mitigation 
process. The Yakima Indian Nation ha8 suffered seriou8 loss of 
wildlife populations and wildlife habitat aa a result of the 
aforementioned hydro-electric projects. f 8hall briefly outline 
our major concerns below in rough order of priority. 
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Page 2 
Hr. Richard Giger 
November 22, 1983 

. 

1. Loss of Water-Foul ?ly-way 

The Yakima River basin has been an historically important 
fly-way for water-foul species. The Yakima Indian people 
made extensive use of water-fowl as a food source and as 
a source for ceranonial artifacts and clothing. In more 
recent historical timer, the heavy water-fowl concentration 
as a result of this fly-way provided an important source 
of income through the tribe's public hunting and fishing 
license program. 

Within the last 20 years, this important water-fowl resource 
has been diminished almost to the point of total elimination. 
This loss appears to be due not to a fewer number of water- 
fowl, but to a redistribution of existing populations and 
fly-usys influenced by the habitat conditions created by 
the construction of the hydro projects. This condition 
seems particularly affected by the John Day and HcNary pool 
areas. Water-fowl concentrations behind these pools have 
becoms so great as to actually cause agricultural damage 
and disease related problems. This fact has been well 
documsnted in recent years by a cooperative study team 
consisting of biologists frm Oregon, Washington, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This study resulted .ia 
recently published corrective master plan entitled Columbia 
Basin Water-Fowl Redistribution. The Yakima Indian Nations 
concerns for the loss of the water-fowl fly-way through the 
Yikima drainage as result of the creation of the mid-Columbia 
pools are enhanced and supported by this document. .This 
loss has lead to severely seduced income to the tribe and 
a reduced seasonal food source for'tribal members. 

2. Direct Loss of Water-Pow1 Nesting and Brooding Habitats 

Nesting water-fowl populations along the Columbia River 
main stem were historically utilized by Yakima Indian people 
as a source of food, ceremonial artifacts, and clothing 
(collection of down). Inundation of mid-river gravel bars 
and islands has long been recognized as the primary reason 
for the decline of these main stem water-fwl population@. 
This loss has never been properly mitigated with respect' 
to the Yakima Indian Nation. . 

* 3. Dirsct Loss of Deer Babitat 

Riparian growth on both inundated islands and shorelines 
along the historical course of the Columbian River Provided 
habitat for black-tail deer and Columbian white-tail deer. 
The Columbia River breaks provided important wintering 
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Mx, Richard Giger 
November 22, 1983 

3 d DLrect Loss of Deer Habitat (Cont.) 

ranges for migratory mule deer. These deer'populations 
associated with the Columbia main stem provided an important 
source of nubsistance food for tribal members. Construction 
of the hydro-electric projects and resultant inundation 
has destroyed the habitats for most of these deer populations. 
Associated development has lessened the use of the Columbia 
Fever brakes as winter range habitat. This loss was never 
mitigated in the original tribal-federal negotiations. 

4. Loss of Native Upland Game Bird Habitat 

The predominant native upland game birds in this area were 
sharp tailed grouse and the sage grouse, The impact of 
the hydra projects and any associated loss of habitat for 
these species has never been properly investigated. Both 
of these species are nearly extirpated from the mid-Columbia 
area and both species provided an important source of food 
for tribal members, The relationship of the decline of 
t.hese species with the construction of the hydro projects 
eras never been properly evaluated and hence has never been 
s-rlbject to mitigation procedures. 

Th@S@ four points represents specific concerns the Yakima Indian 
Nation relative to wildlife losses following the construction of 
the aforementioned hydro projects, These losses were never identified 
and hence never mitigated in the original federal-tribal negotiations. 
I feel this represents a very good starting point in any future 
mitagative efforts and hope that you will consider these concerns 
wlthn the context of your report. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me for any further elaboration or discussion concerning these 
wrldlife losses. 

Sincerely, 

- 
Director, Wildlife Resource 
Yak- Indian Nation 

cc: Northwest Power Planning Countil 
Portland, Oregon 

Corps of Engineers 
Portland, Oregon 
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FOR FISH AND UIISLIFE PURPOSES 

EONNEVIiLE LOCK AND DAM (LAKE BONNEVILLE) OREGON 

No. DAcW57-3-80-85 

THE SECRETARY OF YIiE ARMY, under authority of the Fish l sd Wildlife 
Coordinstion Act, as usended (48 Stst. 401; 16 U,S.C. 661 et scq) snd the 
Act of Congress approved 22 December 1944, as maended (76 Stat. 1195; 16 
U.S.C. 46Od), hereby grsnts to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
thereafter referred to as the licensee, an interim-use license for a period 
of Twenty-Five (25) yesrr corpmencing ou 1 October 1980 and ending on 30 
September 2005, to use and occupy spproximstely 732.4 acres of lsnd and water 
aress under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Army within the Bonne- 
ville Lock and Dsm (bke Bonneville) Project, Oregon, as shown in red on . 

Exhibit "A", dated 19 September 1980, attached hereto and made a part hereof, 
for Fish and Mildlife conservation, development and management purposes. 

THIS LICENSE is granted subject to the following conditions: 

1. That the licensee, in the exercise of the privileges her&by granted, 
shall conform to such rules and regulstiona a6 may be prescribed by the 
Secretary of the Army to govern the public use of the said project-area, 
and with the provisions of Section 4 of the Act of Congress approved 22 
December 1944, as smended (76 Stat. 119s; l 16 U.S.C. 46Od). 

2. Thst the licensee msy construct upon ssid land such buildings, 
improvements, facilities, accomnodations, fences, signs and other structures 
as may be necessary for the purposes of this license, and may plant seeds, 
shrubs and trees, provided that sll such structures shall be constructed 
arid the landscaping accomplished in sccordsncc with plans approved by the 
District Engineer, U.S.- Army Corps of Engineers, in charge of the administra- 
tion of the property. 

. 
. 

3. That the licensee shall administer snd maintain the said property, 
for the purposes of this license, in sccordsnce with the master plsn for 
the said project area aad with an annual management program to be mutually 
agreed upon between the licensee and the said District Engineer, vhich may 
be smendsd from time to time as msy be necessary. Such annual sansgement 
program shall include but is not l-ted to the following: 

, 
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a. Plans for management and development activities to be undertaken 
by the licensee or jointly by the Corps of Engineers and the licensee. 

b. Budget of the licensee for carrying out the management and develop- 
ment activities. 

C. Personnel to be used in the management of the area. 

d. Plana for supervising, patrolling and policing the licensed areas, 
including the vater areas. 

G, That the licensee shall ptotect the praperty from fire, vandalism and 
soil erosion, and may make and enforce such rule6 and regulation6 aa are 
necessaq, and tithin its legal authority, in exercising the privileges 
granted in this license, provided that such rules and regulations are not 
inconsistent with those prescribed by the Secretary of the Army to govern the 
public we of the area. 

5. Ea.) That the licensee, in exercising its governmental or proprietary 
f UKlCtiOn6 1 may plan& or harvest crops, either directly, by service contract, 
by sharecrop agreement6 with local fanners, or by agrl.cultural agreements 

co provide food and/or habitat fbr vildllfe and for the development and con- 
servation of fish and wildlife, f'orests, and other natural resources. Where 
feasitilc 1 contracts and agreements with third parties shall be by competitive 
bid procedures. (b. I The proceeds derived from the sale of crops, and timber 
required to be cleared, may be *&ed in furtherance of the above uses at this 
prcject in accordance with the approved management plan. The balance of the 
proceeds not so used shall be paid to the United State of America at the 
expiration of each five-year period. The first five-year period is to begin 
on the date of the execution of this license by the Government. Payment of 
direct expenses are authorized for planning and development of optimum wild- 
life habitat including planting of wildlife food plots, necessary timber 
clearing, erosion control or habitat Improvements such as shelter, restocking 
of fish and wfldlife, and protection of endangered species. Payment of 
licensee’s employees who are dfrectlp engaged in such activities at the pro- 
ject i6 also euthorized. Rcwevet y proceed6 wl1.1 not be used for the payment 
of general administrative expenses, Cc.) Proceeds derived from the sale of 
fishing and hunting licenses are not subject to this condition. Cd.> Any 
lands not being managed by :he licensee for wildlife habitat will be made 
available for lease by the District Engineer for agricultural or grazing 
purposes under conditions which would not be tncompatjlble with the licensee’s 
USC of the licensed property. ie.> The licensee will establish and maintain 
adequate records and accounts and render annual statements of receipts and 
expenditures in furtherance of it6 management program, and as othervise may 
be reasonable required by the said District Engineer. The District Engineer 
shaI1 have the right to perform audits of the licensee's records and accounts. 
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6. That the licensee may take, trap, remove, stock or otherwise 
control all forms of fish and wildlife within the said area, and may place 
therein such additioml forms of fish and wildlife as it may desire from 
time to time, and sh8llhave the right to close the 8re8, or any parts 
thereof from time to tW, to fishing, hunting or trapping, provided that 
the closing of any area to such use for fish-, hunting or trapping shall 
be consistent with the state laws for -the protection of fish and wildlife; 
also, the liceusee shall enforce the fish and game laws snd such orders and 
regulations as my be issued by the Division of Came snd Fish, and/or its 
Director, which lmm, orders and regulations ue consistent with its state- 
wide program, 

7. That the vrtei: areas of the project shall be open to public use 
generally, without chsrge; for boattng, swimsing, bathing, fishing and 
other recreational purposes, and that ready access to and exit from such 
water areas along the shores of the project shall be maintained for general 
public use, when such use is determined by the Secretary of the Army not 
to, be contrary to the public interest. Rowever, no use of any area shall 
be permitted which is inconsistent with the state Paws for the protection 
of fish and game. 

8. That this license is subject to all existing aad future easements, 
leases, licenses and permits heretofore granted, or to be hereafter granted, 
by the United States concerning said lands; provided, however, that upon 
appropriate notification by the licensee to said Mstrict Engineer, the 
United States, lnsofu as may be consistent vith other uses and purposes 
of the project, will not eater into any new easements, leases, licenses or 
penal ts , or renewals thereof, which will, in the opinion of the District 
Engineer, adversely affect the current operations of the licensee under 
the prwlsions of the license, or which will couflict with the definitely 
scheduled program of the licensee for the expunsion of its activities under 
the provisions of this licease. 

9. That the licensee furnishes as a part of this contract an assurance 
(Exhibit "B") that he will canply with Title VT of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 (78 Stat. 241) and Departmcat of Defense Directive 5500.11 issued pur- 
skit thereto and published in Part 300 of Title 32, Code of Federal Regulr- 
tions. . 

10. That no cuts or fills along the shore line shall be made by the 
licensee without prior apprwal of the said Distr_ict Engineer. 

11. - That, within the limits of their respective legal powers, the 
parties to this license shall protect the project against pollution of its 
w8ter. The licensee shall couply promptly with any regulations, conditions 
or instructions affecting the activity hereby mathorized if and when issued 
by the Envirormental Protection Agency md/or l state water pollution control 
agency having jurisdiction to abate or prevent water pollution. Such 
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regulations, conditions, or instructions in effect or prescribed by the 
Environmental Protection Agency or state agency are hereby made a condi- 
tion of this license. 

1.2 . That access being furnished by the Government to the licensed 
area is iirafted to uaterborne traffic. At such time aa Land access is 
acquired by the United States, this license shall be amended to include 
such access. 

13. That the right is hereby expressly reserved to the United States, 
Lts officers, agents and anployees, to enter upon the said land and vater 

PTUS, at any time and for any purpose necessary or convenient in connection 
tith river and harbor and flood control work, and to remove therefrom timber 
or other materiaX, required or necessary for such vork; CO flood said premises 

when necessary. and/or to make any other use of said land as may be necessary 
rn c.xmnertioo tich puklic uavigarion a.nd flood control, and the licensee shafL 
have uo rlati far damages of any character on account ehereof against the 
Unleed Stares Of any agent, officer or employee thereof. 

lu. That any property of the ilnited States damaged or destroyed by the 
Licensee incidenp, to the exercise of the privileges herein granted shall be 
promptiy repaired or replaced by the Licensee to the satisfaction of the 
saxd District Engineer. 

15. That the United States shall not be responsible for damages to 
property OT injuries to persons which may arise from, or be incident to, the 
exercise of the priviLeges herein granted, or for damages to the property of 
the Picenscel, or for damages to the property or injuries to the person of 
the lit ensee's officers, agents, servants or employees, or others vho may be 
on said premises at their invitation or the invitation of any one of them, 
artsing from or incident to the flooding of said premises by the Government 
or Flooding from any other cause, or arising from or incident to any other 
Governmental activities on the said premises, and the Licensee shall hold 
the Uclted States harmless from any and al1 such claims, except as licensee 
is prevented therefrom by Article XT, Section 7 of rhe Oregon Constitution. 

16 . Yhat ihf? area contained herein was acquired for recreational pur- 
poses and 6.he Government reserves the right to terminate the interim-use 
provided for in ehis license one (1) year from the date of written notification, 
in the event a vsable intensive recreationaL development program may develop 
during r~he tew hereof. 

13, That this license may be relinquished by the licensee at any time 
by giving to the Secretary of the Army, through the said District Engineer, 
at least thirty (30) days notice in writing. 

18 * That this license may be revoked by the Secretary of the Army in 
the event the license violates any of the terms and conditions of this 
license and continues and persists therein for a period of thirty (30) days 
after notice thereof, in writing, by the said District Engineer. 
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19. Thar on or before the doer of expiration of this license or its 
reliequirhmcat by the licensee, the licensee shall vacate the said Govermeer 
premises, remove all property of the lfccnsca therefrom, and restore the 
promisers to a coadftion mrisfaersry to the said District Engineer., If, 
kowc+cr., ?his li.xnse Ls revok& or terminated, the ilscasee shaL1 WK~~'C 
&he prem3,i3est QemO~Q said QTOQWty therrfrsm~ snd reatxx~ The premises wei 
udrlfesaid uifhkh sucii rtmec PS the Seizfefar~ sb The Arm); if%ly decignae;e 'c i3 
ei ther evem'f r i.f cbt iicenser ehald f&l=3 QP neglect to temove said projrwty 
and be tesfote the premI~c~, then kaid yroperizg shall become the propefey 
of Ch@ United Sc.ICCO, without compensation therefor, and no claim for damages 
agaulst the United StarAs, or irs officers or agents, shall be created by 
ox made on account thereof. 

TRESS UHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand this 
Y 

day 

t 1!3~~v by direction of the Assistant Secretary 

Estate Divl.sion 

The above ins:rument, together with the provisions and conditions thereof, 

I-5 i-err&v accepted thfs /4i:.zlc, day af /%?&+wkc B&7. 

OREGON 6EPARTMEN-I OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

BY 
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Statue Report an Wildlife Mitigation 

THE DALLES LOCK AND DAM PROJECT 

Prepared by 

u . s = Fish and Wildlife Service 

Bonneville Power Administration 

in response to the 

Fish and Wildlife Program 
Northwest Power Planning Council 



I. PROJBCT NAMB . 

The Dallcs Lock and Dam 

II. PROJECT OPBRATOR 

u. s. ‘Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District (USACB) 

III. PROJECT DBSCRIPTIOW 

(a) Location and Size 

The Dallcs Lock and Dam is located at river mile (RW) 192.5 on 
the Columbia River approximately 3 miles east of The Dallas, 
Oregon. The Dalles Reservoir, also known as Lake Celilo, is 23 
miles long with a shoreline length of approximately 55 miles. At 
a full pool level of 160.0 feet ~61, the reservoir surface area 
is approximately 9,400 acres (USACB, 1964 and 1972).1/ 

The Dalles Loek and Dam consists of a navigation lock, a concrete 
spillway, a powerhouse, a rock-fill embankment, fish passage 
facilities, lock approaches, project administration buildings, 
levees, and drainage facilities. The powerhouse contains 22 main 
power units which are capable of generating 78.0 MW of continuous 
output and 69.7 MW of short-term output. 

(b) Authorized Purposes 

The authorized purposes -of The Dalles Dam are generation of 
hydroelectric powerr improvement of inland navigation on the 
Columbia River, irrigation, and flood control. 

(c) Brief History 

The Dalles Dam construction was authorized by the River and 
Harbor and Flood Control Act of Hay 17, 1950, Public Law 81-516, 
2nd Session (USACE, 1972, 197Sa, and 1975b).z/ Construction 
began in February 1952 and was completed in 1960 with 14 rain 
power units. 

1/ There are references in several docurents to 11,200 surface 
acres in Lake Celilo at full pool. An explanation for this 
discrepancy has not been l tatef In any report. It is 
possible that the larger figure reflects the sire of Lake 
Celilo prior to construction of John Day Dam in the 1960'8 
and that the smaller figure reflects the lake's size after 
construction of John Day Dam. 

21 Documents prior to 1972 refer to project authorization under 
the River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of Hay 17, 1950; 
House Document 531, 81st Congress, 2nd session. 
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The reservoir was filled to the narmal operating stage of 160 msl 
in July 1957% The first of the power units began producing 
energy in September 1957. By October 1960, all 14 units were 
producing power. Eight additional units were requested by the 
Bonneville Power Administration in August 1964. Construction of 
these units began in 3967 and was completed in 1973. 

(d] Other Pertinent Data 

( * ! Water Level Pluctuation and Timing 

The Dalles Dam Project 2s operated as a run-of-river hydroelec- 
tric piant because of its limited water storage capabilities. 
Except at the upstream end near John Day Dam, pool operation 
occurs between elevation 155 and 160 feet nsl. Changes in power- 
~Oc18@ discharge at John Day Dam and The Dallee Dam may cause 
fluctuations of the river immediately downstream of the dams that 
ace as much as 5 feet per hour. Maximum daily fluctuations of 3 
to 4.5 feet are expected to occur during the low flow period from 
September through March (inclusive). Lesser fluctuations of 2 to 
3 feet are expected to OCCUL during the summer months, BOUKly! 
changes are normally less than t foot, but may increase to as 
high as 1.5 feet for occasional short periods during weekdays. 

(2) Land Ownership 

f:c=jcct iand above normal pool includes approximately 3,442 acres 
af wh~ct approximately 1,932 acres are fee owned and 1,510 acres 
are under flowage easements (USACE, 1972) .3/ Those acreages 
: .nclude areas upstream to the administrative Boundary between The 
3a11es tend John Day Projects, and lands within railroad and high- 
ray rrg?its-sf-way. 

: 3) ‘ndian Rights * 

Deer I waterfowl, upland game birds, and rabbits were used for 
ccremonral, subsistence and other cultural purposes by Indian 
tribes cf the area. Furbearers vere harvested for economic gain. 

j ,/ Froj ect acreage estimates vary greatly between reports. No 
accurate figures presently exist. Developing accurate acre- 
sge figures would be II time-consuming project involving a 
search dnd tracing of all past real estate transactions 
within the project area, and would require efforts beyond 
the scope of this study. 
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Indian concerns noted in past reports relate to the loss of 
fisheries and, not wildlife. While paat reports acknowledge 
attempts to ritigate for the loss of Indian fishing sites, it 
appears that wildlife losses to Indian tribes were never identi- 
fied and hence never mitigated in the original Federal-Tribal 
negotiations. No formal agreements have been found between the 
United States and the Indiana to mitigate for any wildlife 
habitat losses and associated wildlife population levels reault- 
ing from the construction of The Dallas Lock and Dam. 

An inquiry was made to the Yakima Ihdian Nation, the Confederated 
Tribes of Warm Springs and Umatilla Indian Reservations, and the 
#es Pierce Tribe to identify any mandates, agreements, and 
concerns specifically related to the The Dallas Lock and Dam 
Project. The Yakima, Warn Springs, and Uratilla Indiana 
responded citing the 1855 treaties which protected their right to 
hunt, as well as fish off reservation. The Confederated Tribes 
of the Umatilla Indian Reservation exercise this right subject 
only to restrictions imposed by the Tribal Fish and Wildlife 
Committee, Both the Yakima Nation and Umatilla Confederated 
Tribes have maintained that they have an inherent legal interest 
in the conservation and maintenance of optimum population levels 
of all wildlife resources in the mid-Columbia region. While no 
formal agreements have been found between the United States and 
the Indiana to mitigate for wildlife habitat or wildlife popula- 
tion losses, the Tribes indicate that the omission of wildlife 
mitigation considerations fror Federal-Tribal negotiations was 
inadvertant and representative of a prior lack of awareness of 
wildlife needs by all parties (APPENDIX C). 

IV. WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 

(a) Pre-construction 

Little information is available on vegetational composition prior 
to project construction. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
noted in their 1953 report that principal plant l peciea in areas 
to be inundated were downy chess, filaree, and rabbitbruah. 
Leading crops on tillable lands to be affected were alfalfa, 
gfapesr cherries, asparagus, and irrigated paaturq. Lands were 
described as generally of low carrying capacity consisting large- 
ly of sand, scab rock, annual grasses and weeds. Riparian 
vegetation was limited in the project area (Lenhart, 19.83) . 
Riparian vegetation was slightly more developed below the area of 
Celilo Falls where the flood plain was broader and the gradient 
was more gradual (Ebert, 1983). 

An important waterfowl flyway follows the stretch of the Columbia 
River that was affected by The Dallea Dam. Miller Island 
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(located on the Washington side of the Columbia River between 
RH 203 and 2961, several other: sandy islands, and extensive flat 
gravel bars in this stretch of river were heavily used for nest- 
ing andicar resting by waterfowl. Principal nesting species were 
Canada geese and mallard ducks. During migration, the bulk of 
the migtant birds were greater r lesser, and cackling Canada 
geese, mall.ard, pintai ?, and American vlgeon. Some quantitative 
waterfowl use data from before and during the early constructf~n 
phases of the project was available through the Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife. They bave conducted weekly flyway counts 
during the migration period along the Columbia River from The 
Dalles Dam to the mouth of the John Day River since 1952. Peak 
numbers and dates of goose and duck use obtained from these 
surveys tlave been summarized and are available from the Oregon 
Ccpartment of Fish and Wildlife. 

Although scarce ln numbers, ring-necked pheasants, California 
quail, chukar I and mourning doves were noted to be found through- 
out the project area. Small populations of black-tailed deer, 
mule deer, beaver, muskrat, mink, raccoon, and badger are also 
noted as inhabiting shore areas of the impoundment site. No elk 
u5e has been noted fur t. h e area (USPWS, 1953; Lenhart, 9983; 
Ebert, 1983). 

No references have been found related to the presence or absence 
4f celon:al birds and State and Federal threatened and endangered 
species ln tne project area prior to construction of The Dalles 
Dam. 

A pre-construction evaluation of project impacts included an 
estimate of 5,937 acre6 of land to be inundated. These lands 
consisted of 5,039 acres of nontillable grazing and gwaste. 
Lands I 329 acres of tillable land, 326 acres of Pederal reserwa- 
tion, 234 acres of Indian landa, and 9 acres of industrial 
ptoperty I;USPWS, 1953). 

impac? asaeesaents made prior to project construction identified 
the anticipated loss of considerable areas through inundation of 
sand and gravel bars8 shoreline areass and islands of value to 
wate:fowl, MB a.1er Island WBS anticipated to become the only 
;ilipOttSr?t resting and zest ing habitat, particularly for Canada 
geese - The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service iy953) expected duck 
use rc continue unchanged along the new ShorelLne and shore habi- 
tat; hswcver I Oregon State Game Commission (19571, presently 
known as Oregon Department of Pish and Wildlife, questioned 
whether at not new shorelines would satisfactorily substitute 
for 12 sa of extenaioe bare. 

While some losses were anticipated, aquatic furbearers were 
expected to be able to utilize new shoreline and shore habitats 
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created by the reservoir (USACB, 1951). Irpacta to deer, upland 
game birds, and aquatic furbearers were expected to be minor 
(USACE, 1951; USFUS, 1953). 

(bl Post-construction 

The Dalles Dam raised the water surface at the darsite approxi- 
mately 88 feet and inundated several rapids, shallow water areas, 
extensive gravel bars, and several mall sandy islands. 

The Dalles Dax produced a shoreline with a moderately steep slope 
with depths of 15 feet or more close to shore. The Dalles Dam 
necessitated the relocation of highway and railroad corridors 
along the Oregon and Washington shores. The sboreline adjacent 
to highway and/or railroad was either rock riprap, rock, or 
gravel. As a result of.the dam, highway, and railroad construc- 
tion, riparian vegetation within the project area was severely 
limited to occasional small stands of cottonwood, willow, locust, 
and poplar. As much as 75 percent-of the shoreline is unvege- 
tated within the project area with only 10 percent of the 
immediate shoreline having some type of grass and the other 
15 percent dorinated by woody plant species (Tabor, 1976). Any 
losses in riparian vegetation from project construction would 
have had an adverse impact on a wide variety of aquatic and 
terrestrial manmals, bats, small rarrals, songbirds, and 
amphibians. 

Inundation of gravel bars and sandy islands reduced the available 
area for nesting and resting by waterfowl. Rufus Bar, located 
along the Oregon shore between RW 210 and 212, became the major 
waterfowl resting area in Lake Celilo. Virtually no duck or 
goose nesting occurred at Rufus Bar until the John Day Dam 
stabilized water levels and prevented inundation during high 
Columbia River stages in April to mid-June (Ebert. 1962). Miller 
Island was used for resting by Canada geese; however, project 
construction, subsequent agricultural developrent, cattle 
grazing, and management practices by. tbe private owner on Miller 
Island have resulted in fewer geese using the area. Very seldom 
were more than 1,000 to 2,000 birds found on Miller Island 
(Ebert, 1962). 

Virtually no aquatic, emergent vegetation for waterfowl consurp- 
tion exists within Lake Celilo (Tabor, 1976). Waterfowl 
prirarily utilize the reservoir for resting and xove to adjacent 
grain lands to feed (USACE, 1958). 

In a 1974 and 1975 survey of waterfowl production in The Dallas 
area, adequate duck and goose nesting and brooding habitat 
appeared limited. No nesting was observed on Miller Island in 
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this survey, presumably due to the presence of coyotes. Water- 
fowl production in The Dalles Daa project area is the lowest of 
the impounded segments of the Columbia River. Bmbayrents appear 
to contain suitable duck nesting habitat, but utilization appears 
very low, if at all. No utilization of these areas was found in 
a 1974 and 1975 survey. Disturbance from highway traffic and the 
railroad, water level fluctuations, and predators are some 
possible reasons for the apparent lack of use (Tabor, 1976). 

The chukar is the most abundant and widespread upland game bird 
observed in The Dalles Dam project area. Chukar density appears 
highest on the Washington shore between RM 206 and 208. Ring- 
necked pheasant and California quail occur in low to moderate 
numbers and appear to be most numerous in riparian habitats of 
the Oregon shore between RM 204 and 213 and on the Washington 
shore between RM 208 and 215. Other game birds noted for the 
project area include mourning dove, snipe, and probably gray 
partridge (Tabor, 1976). 

Colonial nesting species noted to utilize the small rocky islands 
and areas near Miller Island (RI4 203 to 206) and Little Memaloose 
Island (RM 195) include glaucous-winged gull, California gull, 
and ring-billed gull. Approximately 1,000 nesting gulls were 
found within the project area in the spring and summer of' 1974 
and 1975 (Tabor, 1976). Inventories in 1982 and 1983 on the 
small rocky islands east of Miller Island (RM 206) have shown up 
to 2,000 adult gulls and 1,000 young. Approximately 95 percent 
of these were California gulls and 5 percent were ring-billed 
gulls. Great blue heron nests have been noted on Browns (RM 197 
to 198) and Miller Islands in 1978 (Tabor, 1981). Forester’s 
and Caspian tern nests have been noted on Rufus Bar (RM 210 to 
212) in 1977 and 1978 (Tabor, 1981). 

Avifauna associated with cliffs within the project area include 
red-tailed hawk, prairie falcon, American kestrel, rock dove, 
rock wren, canyon wren, chukar, starling, cliff swallow, and 
white-throated swifts. Based upon a May 1974 raptor nesting 
census, cliff nesting raptors did not occur in large numbers 
(Tabor, 1976). 

Beaver, otter, mink, and muskrat were found to utilize ponds, 
sloughs, and embayments such as near the mouth of the Deschutes 
River (McSern, 1976; Tabor, 1976). 

Black-tailed deer, mule deer, and intergrades of these two 
subspecies are foupd throughout the project area. Primary impact 
of project construction and subsequent highway and railroad 
relocations appear to be limiting access by deer to the water and 
shoreline areas (Ebert, 1983; Lenhart, 1983; Torland, 1983). 
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This observation is supported in a 1974 and 1975 study that noted 
most frequent deer ude along .8teep, gra88y 8lope8 of the canyon 
wall8 and little u8e of riparian vegetation (Tabor, 1976). The 
den8ity of deer wa8 al8o noted to be very low in The Dalles Dam 
project area compared to other pooled 8ection8 along the Columbia 
River (Tabor, 1976). 

No evidence of the pretsence of opos8um, elk, cougar, or black 
bear wa8 observed within the project area in 1974 and 1975 
(Tabor, 1976). Opossur have expanded to occupy the area within 
the pa8t 5 yrarr. 

The northern bald eagle 18 listed as a Federal and State 
threatened 8pecie8. Bald eagles may be mean in the project area 
as migrant8 and common winter te8ident8. Ob8erVatiOn8 for thi8 
species are common within the project site. 

The peregrine falcon 18 listed a8 a Federal and State endangered 
species. No sightings of this specie8 within the project area 
were recorded by Tabor (1976). Nelson (1969) indicated that 
historically thi8 subspecies wae commonly found along the Colum- 
bia River from the coast to about The Dalles, but had declined 
drastically in numbers a8 recently a8 1964. 

For other sources of information on re8ource8 of the Columbia 
River, a bibliography entitled .Selected Administrative Reports 
and Publications Representative of Conservation Policy, Plans and 
Programs Influencing the Management of the Wildlife Resource 
Within the Columbia River Ba8in. and another entitled vPartia1 
List of Reports, Publication8 and Studie8 Describing State and 
Federal Policy and Program, and the Abundance and Distribution of 
Wildlife and Habitat Within the Columbia River Basin" are avail- 
able from the 0,s. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District. 

(cl Operational 

Operational impacts are related to the magnitude, duration, and 
frequency of water relea8es or water fluctuation8. PO88ible 
impacts to wildlife resources include the ero8ion of islands 
valuable a8 mule deer fawning area8 and waterfowl habitat and the 
formation of land bridge8 to island8 during low water periods 
which increa8es acce88 by predator8. High water can inundate 
brooding areas, riparian habitats, 8hor8line, and shallow water 
area8. Birds, upland gamer aquatic and terrestrial furbearers 
and other wildlife species dependent upon shoreline vegetation, 
shoreline inmect population8, and riparian habitat may suffer 
food shortages. Fluctuating water levels can have adverse 
impacts on aquatic furbearer8, waterfowl, colonial ne8ting gulls 
and tern8, amphibians, and the reestablishment of riparian and 
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aquatic habitats. Furbearer populations would be particularly 
8U8Ceptible to dra8tic water flUCtUatiOnS in March-and April when 
young are produced. The critical period for waterfowl nesting 
occurs from March 1 to May 15. It is unlikely that either amphi- 
bians or riparian and aquatic vegetation would be able to adapt 
to rapidly changing water conditions re8ulting from power peaking 
operation8 (Tabor, 1976; Tabor, et al., 1981). 

v. MITIGATION HISTORY 

(a) Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Washington Department of 
Game and the Oregon State Game Commission negotiated with the 
Corps of Engineers from 1953 to 1960 to reserve some project 
lands for wildlife conservation and management. Mitigation 
recommendations concentrated on providing waterfowl use areas. 
Measures recommended included reserving all Corps land from The 
Dalles Dam to the John Day Dam for wildlife purposes, reserving 
specific areas to be set aside that were anticipated or observed 
to have significant wildlife use? and creating suitable waterfowl 
nesting, brooding, and resting areas. Specific areas identified 
to be set aside for wildlife u8e included Miller Island, Browns 
Island, Rufus Bar, Grant area (RM 210 to 211), and the mouth of 
the Deschutes River (RM 205). As early as 1953, the U.S. Fish 
and Nil,dlife Service recommended that Miller Island be acquired 
in fee by the Corps and then transferred to the Washington 
Department of Game for management of nesting and migratory water- 
fowl. 

(b) Mitigation Agreements or Requirements 

(1) FPC/FERC Requirements 

A8 a Federal project, the Federal Power Commis8ion does not have 
the responsibility for is8uing permits, licenses, and license 
exemption grants under the Federal Water Power Act for The Dallas 
Lock and Dam. 

(2) FNCA Proceedings 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FNCA) of 1934, as 
amended, requires all hydroelectric project developers to consult 
with the U.S. Fi8h and Nildlife Servici and state conservation 
agencies prior to project development "with a view to preventing 
108s of and damage to wildlife resource8.m Federal development 
projects were required to contain adequate provision for conser- 
vation, maintenance, and management of wildlife resources 
consistent with primary project purposes. This Act was named the 
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Fi8h. and Wildlife Coordination Act of Augu8t 12, 1958, at which 
time an amendment wa8 added stating that ~wildlife conservation 
shall receive equal consideration and be coordinated with other 
features of water-resource development program8.. Land acquisi- 
tion, project BIOdifiC8tiOn8, and/or project operation8 rodifica- 
tion were to be based on impact and mitigation reports by 
wildlife agencies, and cprrts for these mea8ufe8 were to be made 
an integral part of project cort8. 

In accordance with the Coordination Act, the U.S. Fish and 
Nildlife Service made a pre-con8truction evaluation of project 
impacts and documented the impact8 in a June 1953 report entitled 
‘A Detailed Report on Fi8h and Nildlife Re8ources in Relation to 
the Plan for The Dalles Dam, Columbia River@ Oregon-Na8hington.g 
On November 29, 1956, the Na8hington Department of Game provided 
to the Corps a brief statement on pre-impoundment and anticipated 
post-impoundment fi8h and wildlife conditions. On April 24, 
1957, the Oregon State Game Commission provided to the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineer8 a statement concerning fi8h and wildlife in 
relation to The Dalle8 Dam and Reservoire A Marrter Plan for 
reservoir management and public u8e development was developed for 
The Dalles Project in 1958. Subsequent revi8ions of the Master 
Plan appeared in 1964, 1972, and 1975. In accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act, a final environmental 
statement on the construction, operation, and ranagement along 
the Columbia River from Umatilla to The Dallas was published in 
April 1975. 

(3) MOUs or Other Agreements 

In 1960, the Secretaries of tkie Army and Interior, and Directors 
of the Oregon State Game Commission and Washington Department of 
Game developed an agreement for u8e of lands for fish and wild- 
life conservation, management, and public use. The agreement was 
called .General Plan for U8e of Project Land and Water Area6 for 
Wildlife Conservation and Managerent--The Dalles Dam, Columbia 
River om The General Plan wa8 publi8hed in the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers' 1964 Ma8ter Plan for The Daller Dar. Several areas 
were delineated to be made available to the Oregon State Game 
Commission and Washington Department of Care. The General Plan 
was republished in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' 1972 Master 
Plan for The Dalles Dam; however, area8 originally designated for 
fish and wildlife purposes underwent several boundary modifica- 
tion8 with each update of the Ma8ter Plan for The Dalles Dam. 

(cl Mitigation Implemented 

Numerous pieces of correspondence dating as far back as 1953 
between government wildlife agencies and the Corps confirm that 
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government wildlife agencies expressed interest throughout early 
project planning and construction pha8eS of the project in 
obtaining mitigation for wildlife habitat lo88es. Considering 
the constraints and restrictions placed upon the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers by Congre88 on the u8e of project land8, the use of 
project monies, and the acquisition of landa, government wildlife 
agencies realized early in project planning and con8truction that 
wildlife habitat losses would f.ar exceed the limited opportuni- 
ties for wildlife ritigation. Despite these limitations, 
government wildlife agencies continued to attempt negotiations 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to obtain partial compensa- 
tion for wildlife losses. 

Interagency coordination culminated in 1960 with the development 
of the General Plan. Several areas were to be set aside for 
recreation, fish and wildlife a8 designated in the General Plan. 
Recreation facilities were initially provided in 1960 at Celilo 
and Maryhill Parks and in 1962 at Horrrethief Lake Park. Minimal 
facilities were provided at Avery and a visitor center and picnic 
area at the dam in 1963. By 1964, none of the areas identified 
specifically for fi8h and wildlife in the 1960 General Plan had 
been transferred or leased to interested fish and wildlife 
agencies for fish and wildlife purposes. Areas originally desig- 
nated for fish and wildlife purposes underwent several boundary 
modifications with each update of The Dalle8 Dam Master Plan. A 
total of eight areas currently have recreational development8; 
however, little development or management has been implemented 
directly related to wildlife mitigation. Additional recreation 
development proposed in the 1976 Master Plan for the Rufus area, 
Miller Island, and Browns Island threatens to degrade the quality 
of remaining wildlife areas. 

Approximately 22.5 acres in the vicinity of Rufus Bar was 
transferred in fee title from the Corps to the Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife in the late 1970’s for wildlife management. 
The Oregon Department of Fish and Nildlife has initiated some 
habitat improvement for waterfowl and upland game on this 8mall 
parcel of land. Management practices include protection of land 
from cattle grazing, providing a pond and providing winter forage 
for waterfowl and pheasant (Scherzinger, 1983; Torland, 1983). 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has a current agree- 
ment with the Corps until year 2004 to manage approximately 
232.88 acres in the Rufus Bar area. The area is managed as a 
refuge or sanctuary with protection provided by the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Nildlife. No active habitat improvements 
have been made to the area (Scherzinger, 1983; Torland, 1983). 

Progress toward the acquisition of Miller Island ceased sometime 
during the Eisenhower administration when a change in the U.S. 
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Army Corps of Engineer8' land acquisition policy prevented the 
u8e of project ronie8 to purcha8e land8 for fi8h and wildlife 
purposes. under. the acqui8ition policy in effect at that time, 
management of land8 for fish and wildlife mitigation could only 
be obtained through easements. Preoently over 95 percent of 
Miller 18land is privately owned and managed for cattle grazing. 
Waterfowl use on the island is below it8 potential due to manage- 
ment practices of the private landowner and the presence of 
predator8. 

VI. CURREET STUDIES AND PLANNING 

Columbia Basin Waterfowl Redistribution Plan - This is a coopera- 
tive effort involving the U.S. Fi8h and Nildlife Service, the 
Oregon Department of Fish and Nildlife, and the Washington 
Department of Game to try to distribute a perceived overpopula- 
tion of wintering waterfowl in the Umatilla Basin area to North 
Columbia Basin and Southeast Idaho. . 

The Dalles Lock and Dam Project - There are no plan8 currently 
being negotiated to further mitigate wildlife losses attributable 
to the project. No 8tudie8 were ever conducted to document wild- 
life losses resulting from the project. To accurately determine 
the mitigation needs, an objective corpari8on of the pre- and 
post-impoundment habitat conditions by use of pre- and post- 
impoundment aerial photography and exi8ting habitat inventories 
would be needed. 
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DepaHment of Fish and W%?dDfe 
506 SW. MILL ETlGEF.P.0. BOX SD&PO-D,OREGON 97208 

29 August, 1984 

Mr. John R. Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, OR 97208 

Attention Mr. James Meyer: 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has high expectations of the 
Northwest Power Planning Act to provide for wildlife and wildlife habitat 
mitigation to offset impacts resulting from hydroelectric development. 

As The Dalles Dam Wildlife Mitigation Status Report and our attached comments 
on that report indicate, comprehensive evaluation of wildlife resource impacts 
and mitigation for wildlife habitat losses were not accomplished. Knowledge 
of wildlife resources and legal mandates have changed since The Dalles 
Project tias constructed. In addition to the requirements of the Norttiwest 
Power Planning kc? for protection, mitigation and enhancement of wildlife 
resources, the Department of Fish and Wildlife has a policy to request . 
mitigation for losses of animal populations and habitat. The main stem 
Columbia River hydroelectric projects have high priority due to the high value 
of wildlife resources involved. 

In recognition of our increased responsibilities to address a broad range of 
concerns, I strongly urge the participating agencies to move forward in 
-implementing the 'rlildlife Program of the Northwest Power Planning Council. In 
particular, we must proceed with a mitigation plan based on a comprehensive 
assessment of wildlife impacts at The Dalles Project. The Department is 
prepared to participate in this endeavor and recomnends a habitat based 
evaluation using: 1) the expertise of biologists from appropriate agencies; 
2) existing data where possible; and 3) cost effective methods. 

The first step toward accomplishing the goals of the Power Council's Fish and 
Wildlife Program has been the mitigation status report. We must now take the 
succeeding steps leading to full compensation for.wildlife and wildlife 
habitat impacts at The Dalles Project. 

kb/hk 
Encl. 
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Oregon Departmegi,:j;," and Uildlifc 

Wildlife Mitigation Status Report 
The Dalles Dan and Resewoir 

29 August, 1984 

These comments respond to a request from James R. Meyer, Bonneville Power 
Adlninistration, dated 21 August 1984 to review the Mftigation Status Report 
for The Dalles Da and Reservoir. 

Oregon Revised Statute 496.012, Uildlife Policy, says in part: “It is the 
policy of the State of Oregon that wildlIfe shall be managed to provide the 
optimum recreational and aesthetic benefits for present and future generations 
of the citizens of this state. 
wildlife management are: 

In furtherance of this policy, the goals of 

(1) To maintain all species of wildlife at optimun levels and prevent 
the serious depletion of any indigenous species. 

(2) To develop and manage the lands and waters of this state in a manner 
that will enhance the production and public enjoyment of wildlife." 

In accordance with ORS 496.012, the Department has a policy to request mitiga- 
tion when losses to animal populations and habjtat result from project 
construction and operation. These policies are consistent with the Power Act 
and 'Jli ldlife Progrcn purpose “to protect, mftigate, and enhance fish dnd wild- 
life to the extent affected by the develomnt and operation of any hydro- 
electric project of the Columbia River and its tributaries. ..," This goal has 
yet to be achieved at The Dalles Project. 

The Dalles Wildlife Mitigation Status Report demonstrates assessment of the 
impacts to wildlife resulting from the construction and operation.of the 
project was not comprehensive. This is evident by the lack of information 
available regarding the types and aunts of habitat altered and the lack of 
quantitative estimates of spec:'es affected by the project. The significance 
of the inundated habitat to wildlife has not been fully explored. Even though 
impact assessment has not been adequate, it is obvious that substantial 
impacts occurred to wildlife as a result of The Dalles Project, considering 
acreage of habitat inundated. 
measures implementtd have not 

The status report indicates that mitigation 
been adequate to offset impacts to wildlife 

.resulting from the project. 

In order to *protect, mitigate, and enhance* wildlife resources affected by 
the development and operation of the hydroelectric generating facilities at 
The Da\les Project, It fs necessary to determine what fngaett occurred. Upon 
the approval of and funding by the Council and Bonneville Power 
Administration, the Department is prepared to participate in an assessment of 
impacts to wildljfe resources resulting from The Dalles Project and 
preparatjon of a loss statement. The Oepartment is also ready to participate 
in developing mitigation plans. We believe that a workable loss statement and 



mitigation plan can be developed based on existing information, and the 
expertise of biologists from the appropriate agencies who are familiar with 
the project area and appropriate wildlife habitat and species. Extensjve, 
detailed studies will only delay implementation of mitjgation measures. 

The 1 eve1 of understanding of our wild1 {ii rfkources has greatly improved 
since the time of constnrction of The Dalles Project. Ue have broader 
concerns and are more aware of wildlife/habitat telationshtps. The Northwest 
Porrer Planning Act and the Power Council's Fish and Wildlife progri#n have 
provided the opportunity to correct past misunderstanding and shortsightedness 
regarding wildlife resources affected by the development and operation of 
hydroelectric power in the Coluabia River Basin. The Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife wants to see that opportunity realized to the fullest degree 
possible in a timely, efficient, and cost-effective manner. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
Fi!aiANDwxJ3uFE8EftMcE 

LLom500WlLowGsurrE192 
SOON.E.MUL-mECT 
#MTuNo. oReam s7232 

septamber 18, I984 

Mr. John Paleaaky, Director 
Division of bisb and Wildlife 
Bonnwflle Power Mainiatration 
Attantionr J- nrger 
P. 0. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Mr. Palenakyr . 
Aa requested in Hr. Meyer ‘8 letter of August 21 , 1994, we bwt rwiwed the 
wildlife Witigation Status Report for The Dalhs Project (the Project). 
The following comenta ue being prwided for hclusian in the final 
report. 

General Prrunta 

-. eased on the report *a content, it ia wident tbat tbe conatructioa aad 
operation of the Project bar reaulted in substantial adverse inpacts to 
wildlife resources which bave been neither adequately.identified nor 
mitigated. Therefore, the Service recama nds tbat the Bonneville Ewer 
Administration provide funds to: 1) conduct a comprrbensive evaluation of 
the impacts of tbe Project on wildlife resourcea$ and 2) based on tbe 
findings of that evaluation, develop a mitigation and l nb ancement plan 
which would fully compensate tbe adverse wildlife impacts attributable to 
the Project. 

The Service has the necessary l xpartise and would like to participate as 
the lead agency in both the impact waluation and mitigation plan 
dcvelopmant tasks. We are developing a proposal to conduct an impact 
evaluation and will submit it to you in the near future. 

specific Camnentr 

A ccamprebenoive evaluation of the Project’s ilp@ct on wildlife resources 
should be conducted by a tear of @ificd biologists composed of rcprcscn- 
tatives from appropriate state and fader81 resource and development agen- 
ties. These include the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Wa6hington 
wpartment of Game, Army Corps of Engineera, and Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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Tha waluation should include an analysis of any actions which have been ’ 
implanted to mitigate the Project's adverse impacts on wildlife. We 
suggest the waluatiorr k habitat ba88d and supported by population data 
when avail&le. We baliwe tbat l ucb an tia2cration could be ~li8hed 
with a minimum of new data collection by: 1) analyrring the exi8tiag data 
referenced in the l t8tu8 report 8ucb a8 pre- and poat-cona truction 
photography; and 2) coaaultation with profeaaiad wildlife biologista 
faflhr rftb tbe area’s wildlife ruourc8s aa they exi8ted prior to 
project construction. The waluationla results should be pre8ented in M 
~ta8ae8mntreport. 

Utiliring the results fra the afor8nantioned impact 8tatacnt, we believe 
tbat the 88~ teu of biologi8t8, with u8i8tance fra their wewy8’ 
respective bebitat 8pecialiats , l bould dwelop a l itigation plea. The 
plan, if implamated, would be de8ignad to fully cmpenaate the adverse 
vfldlife iqact8 identified. 

In conclusion, we believe no single agency or user group is reaponrrible for 
the adverse wildlife impacts which have resulted fran the developmant and 
operation of The Dalle8 Projeot. Tbepropoaals outlined in thi8 letter 
weuld be coaaidered l 8tandard operating procedures0 for wahmting the 
impacts of nw water dwelapl#nt proporals uadu prement l tate and federal 
lau8, regulations, and policies. Unfortunately, tbe8e legal aand*tea which 
todayprwide for the protectionof our rildlife re8ource8uere sot-. 
attong uben Tlu Dallea Project vu being dwelapad. Eouever , botb the 
Wortbwat Power l laruaing and Cormervation Act and the Council*s Fi8h sad 
Wildlife -irogrm recognite thi8 and together have given u8 an opportunity 
to evaluate and replace loat wildlife resources. The Service is eager to 
move toward tbat end. 

Acting Assistant Regional Director 
Habitat Ruourcoa 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Ut.Hood WF 2955 NM Division St. ' 
6resham. OR 97030 

Reply To: 2610 Cooperative Relations Date: September 14, 1984 

Subject: Formal Review of Project Report - The Dalles Dam 

To: Mr. John Palensky 
Division of Fish 6 Wildlife, BPA 
;mo: bM.iy Meyer 

Pkrtiahd, OR 97206 

The project report on the Wildlife Mitigation Status Review" for The Dalles 
Dan was reviewed by District and Forest Biologists. The report appeared to 
adequately reflect kmun wildlife information for the project area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and coament on this l Wildlife 
Mitigation Status Review'. 

6013497OE13 
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2610 Coo&hive Belatlone 

~YCX& Roesof ProSect Reporta - "wildlife Hiti@ion 

Regional Forester 

Your memorandum of September 6, 1984, requested our review of the "wildlife 
Mitigation Statua RevieuF report8 for the Dallerr and Rcliary Dam pr03ecta uith 
regard to potential impact8 to our program. Became of the very limited 
mrvieu time, ue have only been able to provide a cnmory roviev. 

It wtxld appear that the mitigation of both fish and rlldlife bve been 
adequately iddrmaed and would have little, if any, impact to our mum6emmt 
progrms on the Fore8t. 

- . 4 .--- B es--w. - - -- . ._ ,_ 



CONFEDERATED TRIBES 
-thf&?S~ 

P.O. Box m 
mJmDN. OREGoN am01 

Am cm m3l ?Ilom 2763165 

August 25, 1993 , 

Mr. Russell D.. Ptkson 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Division of Ecological Services 
Portland Field Office 
727 N.E. 24th Avenue 
Portlrnd,Ortgon 97232 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

In reference to your letter of August 10, 1983, regarding per- 
spective of the Confederated Tribes on tbe bimtory of vildlife 
rtudses as& mitigation measures l ccomplis&ed at the Bowille 
Lock and Dam, the Dalles Lock urd Dam, John Day Lock’ and Dam, 
and McNary Lock and Dam, comments were not suamittei3 on this 
subject 8t the tinbe of project l uthorit8tioa. It 8ppears th8t 
our concerns on construction of the8e hydrolclectric projects 
were limited to impacts on wmdramotu fisheries. We do not have 
documentation on file which outlines the impacts on wildlife 
and mitigation measures adopted. 

We would appreciate the opportunity to review drafts of the 
status reports on wildlife mitigation at tbe hydrmelectrSc -' 
projects prior to completion of the final report. We vi11 
provide comments regarding wildlife c~cerns at that time. 
Copies of the reports should be sent to Jerry L. Lauer, bureau 
of Indian Affairs, mnatille Iadian Agency, P.O. Box 520, Pendle- 
ton, Oregon 97601. !&. kuer acts as staff wildlife biologist 
for the Confebrated Tribes. 

Sincerely, 

co!a%DERATEDTIuBEsoFTBE 
tlwlm&m I!eDIA?l BEsmTIaa 

mud of Trustee; 
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Russall 0. Peterron 
e 

Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Sarvica 
Division of ECOlOgiCal Services 
Portland Field OffSee 
727 N.E. 24th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

R+: Wildlife Xitigation and Columbia River 
Rydroelectric Project8 

. Dear Mr. Peterson: 

I represent the Warm Springs Triba and am vriting in rasponsa 
to your letter of August 10th to Terxy Luther of tbe tribe.8 
IVatur81 Resouroea Departrwnt. Your lettu reque8ts informtion 
concerning wildlife mitigations studies asd maasures updettakea 
in.connection with the four COE aid-Colm&h hydra p-jets. 

Wa have reviewed our files aad discussed tk mtter with 
tribal leaders. It appears that wildlife ritigatio~ was 
omitted from the negotia.tioas ktweea the fdual govunmnt 
and the Columbia River Indiaa trikr leading to the conrtmctioa 
of tbe four projocts the+ ue the 8ubject of your reports. 
The omission of t&e w;ildlife aitigatiam from the federal- 
tribal Ui8currioas a888 abort cerwialy inadvertent. The 
trik*s treatpprotected right to huat, as uall as fish, - ** 
off-reservation g&vu the trik a legal intereat in tha 
presuvetion of all wildlife resources is the rid-Columb%a 
region. Diminished populatioar ofsuchspacies u.duckr, 
gee8e, otter, beaver, mu8krat8, dmer, etc. resulting from 
the con8truction0f the mid-colmmbiaby&oprojectsmmtbe ,. 
restored to fulfill tha trihe'r traaty right. 

To our knowledge, ao s&lies have km made- to determiae 
whether populatbas of uildlife 8pocies utilissd bp tribal 
membera in the uee inun&ted by tbc~dro projects Lao, 
been almiaisbed. The tribe ir rnxious to rrri8t th ?i8h 
Wildlife Service in itr l ffortm to detemiae th mt . 
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vildlife 1088 8ad the dtigatioa effort8 r.Quired to restore 
the resource . 

Sincerely, 

cc: Warm Springs Firh L Wildlife 
Colmnittee 

Terry Luther, Natural Rcsoutce8 
Departmant 

. 

. 
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November 22, 1983 . . *.* -. 
i:. gj 

Richard D. Giger 
Fish and Wildlife Se-ice 5.. " - a 
Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692 I '4 - 
500 N.E. Nultnomah Street 1 -. 

i-- 
L 

Portland, OR 97232 . , --;. 
RE: Yakima Indian Nation concern8 relative to wildlife mitig&ibn 

and the Corps of Engineer8 mid-Columbia hydro projects. 

. Dear Sir: 

The Yakims Indian Nation welcaess ths opportunity to camsent on 
wildlife mitigation relative to Isdian concern8 in connection 
with the four Corps of Engineers mid-Columbia hydro projects 
(Bonneville, The Dalles, John Day, and B&Nary Dams). You aie 
correct in your finding8 that wildlife mitigation was omitted 
from the negotiations between the federal governmen t and the 
Columbia River Indian tribe8 prior to the con8tructfon.of the 
hydro prbjectr covered in your report. The mission of wildlife 
mitigation from the federal-tribal discu88ions was certainly 
inadvcrtant, but easily explained. The Bureau of Indian Affairs 
has historically not been dirsctly involved in wildlife staaagement 
either in an advocacy role, or in a functional on-reservation 
wildlife management program. Scientific wildlife managsment on- 
reservation is a relatively new pheaanena and stems primarily 
from concerned tribes activs involvemsnt in the previous five 
years. Given these facts, it is not 8urpri8ing that tribal 
wildlife concerns were not represented in the original negotiations. 
The Yakium Indian Nation's Treaty protected right to hunt, as 
well as fish, off reservation, give8 the tribe a legal interest 
in the consemation and maintenance of all wildlife resources 
in the mid-Columbia and Columbia Darin regions. 

The increaaad canpetance of on&e8crvation tribal wildiife 
management in the lart fev yearr fortunately coincide8 with your 
studies. relative to wildlife mitigation on the8e main rtem hydro- 
eleotric projects. Hopefully, the8e unmitigated losses can now 
be identified and properly addressed through the mitigation 
process. The Yakima Indian Nation has l uffered 8erious loss of 
wildlife pppulationa and wildlife habitat am a result of the 
aformentioned hydro-electric project8. I shall briefly outline 
our major concern8 below in rough order of priority. 
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Page 2 
Nr. Richard Giger 
November 22, 1983 

1. Loss of Water-?cwl Ply-way 

The Yakiaa River basin has been aa historically important 
fly-my for water-foul 8pecies. The Yakinm Indian people 
msde extensive u8e of water-fowl as a food,rource and as 
a 8ource for ceremonial artifact8 and clothing. Ia more 
recent historical timea, the heavy water-fowl concentration 
as a result of this fly-way provided an important source 
of iucome through the tribe's public hunting and fishing 
liceme program. 

Within the last 20 years, this important water-fowl resource 
has been diminished‘alwst to the point of total elimination. 
This loss appear8 to be due not to a fewer number of water- 
fowl, but to a redistribution of existing populations and 
fly-my8 influenced by ths habitat condition8 created by 
the oonstruction of the hydro projsct8. Thir condition 
seew particularly affectedbythe John D8y aadMcNary pool 
area8. Water-fowl concentrations behind them pools have 
becow 80 great as to actually cause agricultural drrmage 
and disease related problem. This fact has been well 
docuaented in recent yesrs by a cooperative study team 
consisting of biologists frcm Oregon, Washington, and the 
U.S. ?ish and Wildlife Service. This Study re8ultad.b 
recently published corrective master plan entitled Columbia 
Basin Water-Fowl Redistribution. The Yakim Indian Nation8 
conc8rns foi the 1088 of the wster-fowl fly-way through the 
yhkima drainage as result of the creation of the mid-Columbia 
pools are enhanced and supported by this document. This 
loss has lead to severely reduced inase to the tribe and 
a reduced seasonal food 8ource for tribal members. 

2. Direct Loss of Water-Par1 Nesting and Broodinq Habitats 

Nesting water-fowl populations along the Columbia River 
main stem were historically utilized by Yakiam Xndian people 
as a source of food, cermnial artifacts, and clothing 
(collection of down). Inundation of mid-river gravel bars 
and islands has long been recognized as the primary reason 
for the decline of these rain stem water-fowl populations. 
This loss has never been properly titigated with respect 
to the Yakima Indian Nation. 

3. Direct Loss of Deer Habitat 

Riparian growth on both inundated islands and shorelines 
along the historical course of the Columbian River Provided 
habitat for black-tail deer and Columbian white-tail deer. 
The Columbia River breaks provided important winteriag 
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Page 3 
Hr. Richard Gigat 
Uovanber 22, 1983 

3. Direct Loss of Deer H8bitat (Cont.) 

ranges for migratory mule dee#f~.ghese deer-populations 
associated with the Columbia main stas provided’an important 
source of subsfsta~co food for tribalmasbers. Construction 
of the hydra-electric projects and resultant inundation 
has destroyed the habitats for most of these deer populations. 
Associated developmeat has lessened the use of the Columbia 
River brakes as winter rauge habitat. This loss was never 
mitigated in the origisal tribal-federal negotiations. 

4. Loss of Wative Upland Gams Bird Habitat 

The pred cminant native upland game birds in this area were 
sharp tailed grouse and the sage grouse. The impact of 
the hydro projects and any associated loss of habitat for 
these species has never been properly investigated. Both 
of these species are nearly axtirpatad from the mid-Columbia 
area and both species provided an important source of food 
for tribal members. The relationship of the decline of 
these species with the construction of the hydro projects 
has never been properly evaluated and hence has aever been 
subject to mitigation procedures. 

These four points represents specific concerns the Yakima fadian 
NatiOA relative to wildlife losses follawi.ng the COnStMCtiOA of 
the aforamcntioned hydro projects. These losses were aever identified 
and hence never mitigated in the original federal-tribal negotiations. 
I feel this represents a very good starting point in any future 
mitigative efforts apd hops that you will consider these concerns 
within the context of your report. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me for any further elaboration or discussion concerning these 
wildlife losses. 

Sincerely, -- 

William P. Braze& Ph.D. '\ /3 / +-e&u 
Director, Wili 
Yakima Indian Nation &' 

cc: Northwekt Power Plaming CouAtfl __ 
Portlsad, &dBgOA 

corps of Bagineers 
Portland, Ormgon 
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. 

U.S. EXPRESS MAIL f .i 
'a 

RichardD- cigar 
Uaited States Fish c Wildlife 

Service 
Lloyd 500 Building, Suits 1692 
500 I.E. uultaomah street 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

R8: Cosmwts of the Warm Springs Tribs on the 
Draft Rsport on the Status of Wildlife 
Witigatioa at The Dallas Dam. 

Dear Mr. Giger: 

This lettsr constitutes the cosmnts of 
tribe oa the draft report on the status ~_ -- _ - 

the Wsrai Springs 
of wildlife mitigatisa 

at The Dallas hydroelectric project prepared by the U.S. 
Fish c Wildlife Servics in conaectioor with the IVorthuesti 
Power Planning Council's Fish L Wildlife Program. The only 
referaxe in the draft report to Indian iaterests md the 
loss of'wildlife caused by The Dal188 Dam project is a 
paragraph repsated three times in the report (p. 5, p. 24, 
p. 28) to the effect that the Iadiaas were concerasd only 
with the loss of fisheries sad sot wildlife. 
is both misleading and incorrect. 

This paragraph 

Although no federal legislation or fornral agresmsnts exist 
requiring wildlife mitigatha for the benefit of DaBian 
people, it is unfair to inply fram this fact that the Indian 
people had AO concern over the loss of wildlife resources in 
the area inundated by the Dsm. This area' particularly 
around Cslilo Falls, had oae of the largest coaceatratioas 
Of Indian population in the Colrmabiaba&k. 
livsd on mars than just fish. 

These. people 
Becult discussioAs with the 

Warm Springs Tribal Cultural and Beritsge Cosmittee hsve 
verified that deer, wat4r fowl, upland gsms birds and rabbits 
were used for caresmial, subsistmsa arid otbr cultural 
purposes by Warn Springs tribal mssbus living in this area. 
Additionally, Warm Spriags Indians living in this area 
hammeted furbearers for economic gain. 

The la& of a formal ag remtent mquiring wildlife mitigation 
for tha baasfit of Indian people is attributable to reveral 
factors other than the lack of Indira intuest in tbs subject. 
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First, it ig onlibly that at the. t&$&%&e Dam was-bU%lt %A 
the early 19508 the f0dual WV t ever considered 
the pssUity that it had u obligation to the fndfan 
people to mitfgati wildlife losses caus8d w the Dsm. At 
this saim time, the IAdiSA people were not u sophisticated 
as they are today with respect to enfo rcemut of their off- 
reservation treaty right8 uader the 1855 treaties aqd wera 
probably not advised that they had a claim against ths * 
govermmnt for the loss of wildlife resulting from the Dam’s 
coAstruction. secoad, it is iraportant to Aote that the 
fonaalagrmunuxta betweea tb United States and the IaUirns 
involving fisheries *acts of The Dallas Dam rslate only to 
the loss of fishing sites and not tc mitigatioa for damage 
to the salmon resourSTEself. Since no agr esmeats were 
made providing for mitigation of fish losses, which was 
obviously a ccacem of the Indiaa -18, it is not surprising 

; that ~0 agreemat were made providing for wildlife mitigation, 
which was also of concern to the Indians. 

Thank you for considering thesa commnt8. I trust that the 
discussion of Indian concuns in the final report will 
reflect our comeats. 

Sincuely, 

HGA/clm 
cc: Warm Springs Pish & Wildlife 

Codttw 
Terry Luther, Warm Springs Hatural 

Besouroes DepartmeAt 
JaA chrismaa, uorthwwt P- 

Planaing Couacil 
U.S. Corps of Engineers, Portlaad 

District 
Tim Wsavu 
Cathsriae Wilson 
Bobart cm stt# 

l/1/2 
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES 

llndilloY&rRe 

November 22, 1983 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
ATTENTION: Richard Glger 
Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692 
500 N.E. Yultnomah Street 
Port land, Oregon 97232 

b’ 
Dear Sir: 

In the Treaty of June 9, 1855, 12 Stat. 945, with the United States, 
the Confederated Tribes reserved the right to fish at usual and 
accustomed stations and hunt on unclaimed lsads off the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation. Ysmhers of the Confederate4 Tribes exercise this 
right subject only to restrictions imposed by the Tribal Fish and Wfld- 
life Committee. 

The Confederated Tribes have an inherent legal interest in the main- 
tenance of optimum population levels of all wildlife resources in the 
mid-Columbia region. Loss of wildlife habitat and associated wildlife 
population levels resulting from'the construction of the mid-Columbia 
hydroelectric projects must be fully documented md mitigation plans 
developed snd implemented to fulfill the Tribes treaty right. 

The Confederated Tribes support the conclusions and recommendations of 
the draft report on the status of wildlife mitigation at -The Dalles 
hydroelectric project prepared by a tesm of state and federal wildlife 
specialists. It is readily apparent that a comprehensive quantitative 
aad qualitative assessment of impacts on wildlife was never conducted; 
therefore, an adequate wildlife mitigation plan was never developed 
and implemented. 

The Northwest Power Planning Council's Fish and Wildlife Progrsm would 
seem to offer the mechanism to address the inadequacy in wildlife 
mitigation actions for The Dalles hydroelectric project. The approach 
in any effort to rectify the situation would involve three phases: (1) 
quantitively and qualitatively assess the loss of wildlife habitat and 
associated wildlife species, (2) develop and implement wildlife miti- 
gation plsns and (3) evaluate effectiveness of adopted wildlife 
mitigation plans. 

The Confederated Tribes stand willing to assist state and federal wild- 
life management agencies tn the devlelopment and implementation of 

B-33 
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l 9.8. ?iah and Wildlife Service 
Boveaber 22, 1983 
Page two 

. 
rild1if.e mitigrtioq meamurem for The Dallea hpdroelectrie proJect sa 
approprirtt. 

. 

Sincerely, 

CON'FEDEBAm TRIBES OF TBg 
UMATILLJ INDIAN RESERVATION 

cc: Curt Yarahrll 
Northwest Power Planning Council 
700 S.W. Taylor Street - Suite 200 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

C8rol Zarnekee 
corps of Ellglneer8 
P.O. Box 3870 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Jerry Lauer 
Bureau of Indian Affair8 



. 

APPENDIX D 

Mitigation 
Instruments 
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= m OF = m, IXUi8t 8UthOrfty Of th8 Pi8tI 8d uildlif8 

coordinrtim kt, u ded (48 Stat. 401; 16 U.S.C. 661 et 8eq) and the 
&t of -8 apprwed 22 Dunbe? 1%. 
U.S.& Mod), b8bf v8llt8 t0 tba k8golr 
8ftu refemd to 88 th8 Uc-, 8 licerue for 8 period of Twenty-F&v8 
(2s m-8 ~rrc~~lJ~~i~1979~ead~orr31~~r2004, 
to ame 8nd occupy 8pproxiwtclp 232.88 acre8 of had and water area8 under 
a8 juradicticn of th8 D8putnn t Of t&m i#lT& till88 Lock 8Ud km 
(!akB Dl+'lrr) -jut, an. U 8- in ti 00, -bit8 "A", "Bw Ud 
“C”, &ted 27 October 1978, attacbed4mreto and mde 8 put hereof, for 
M Ud -life CQLIHXV8tiO8, &Id-t Md wrrtat p-8. 

m LICEMSE %a granted subjact to the follouhg camditioms: 

1. -t th8 liUlWU, in th8 8XULiU Of tbr prfw8 brrnbp -8Utrd, 
8hd1 CoDfOrm to 8UCh rUh8 Ud ?egU&tiCM U Uy b8 pr88Crib8d by t& 

&creUry of th8 Amy to govern the publh u8e of th8 uid prcject 8rW, 
Md vith ‘th8 prOV%8iOM Of SUtiOQ 4 Of th8 &t Of wr888 8pprarrd 

Z2Decemb8r1944,umemded (76 Stat. 1195; 16 U.S.C. 46Od). 

2. Thuth81- Uy cocutruct upoa 88S.d hnd 8uch bldldiry8, 

vt8, f8Cilitic8, l C’tiOM, f=CU, 8M 8Tkd Otbr 8tTUCtUre8 

U -7 k MCMMIJ fO? th putpOU8 Of thi8 liCrpU, 8Dd Uy PbUt Wd8, 

C’- 8kub8 8nd tru8, prmrided tht ti m&i ItNctttreI 8hl1 be comtructed 
and the lmukaping 8ccarplMmd is, accordance uith plua 8pptwrd by t& 
Dbtrfct bgineer, U.S. Amy @rp8 of hgineer8, in cbugc of th8 8ddaA8- 

mtsoaoftbe proputy. . 

3. mt the 1iCm8 8iU11 8dPid8ttr and Mint8ia th8 88id PrOpUty, 
for th8 purpue8 of thi8 licrrur, in 8ccord8ncr titb the muter plan for 
the 88ld project area aad with an awnal management program to be utually 
m upon be- the licenue ad the uid Di8trict&@mer,vhich uy 
k mended from tlu to time u may be necemmuy. Such auaual uaagemeaf 

pro@am shall i&U48 but irr not limited to the -fole: 



. 

C 

a* tbE8 form8Mge-a and dev8lopmeat~8ctirith8 tok umkrtakaa 
htkll- ot jOiotly b th8 b-8 Of h&WU8 8d th8 liC8?-. 

b. Bw&etof thelicemee 
nut 8ctiritie8. 

C. ?8ra#aeltokumdintheulm#ementOfthauu. 

a. Pl8m8 for 8tQCrPi8%#l& p8trollhg 8ad polici.ng the ucmm8d 
8rM8, includ* th8 nter 8re88. 

4. Ttut theuceun alull protect the pmparty fra fire, vmd8Un 
ad80slerodau. 8d~dC8Ubd8llfO?U8UCh?Uh8Md~tioarU 

m WC.888~. 8d W&thin it8 18Sd 8UtbOZi~, it& exercb* th8 prsvilegu 
#mltd in thi8 liC8U88, PECVfdd th8t WCh Et&b8 d n#UhtiOU U8 trot 
hCCMi8t8UtW%ththO88p~8Cd!8d b th. &-t-Of tb8mtOaO-rP 
tb8pUbliCW88Ofth88Z.8. 

5. nut th8liceuee, in exercl8* it8 pve- t8l or prupriatazy 
functiau, ny phut ad -t CtOp8, tither directly or by nnrhe 
cmtr8ctormder 8b8recrop 8gr88m8nt8 vith &c&l f- ,toprovs.do: 
(8) food for wildlife 8md (b) necuury capeM8tiou to f-Z8 under uty 
.b-==P -t. Be- ttut 8 poor crop 8euoum8y nmllt 10a 
hCkOffOOd fO? r/lallt8%88~iVWl fUtUZ8~,t&U- vlllk 
8lloudto~8 reuauhle8urplu8uuchulllkheld19~ 
q8imt.8 future poor crop namoe or ny be dbpond df by the St8te 8nd 
theproceed8frmtbeaa&heldlnremuve 8gdnst 8 futur8 poor crop 

ma8on. In~~t,~lold8vi~Wtk~~thrSt8tefart& 

producti~of~or~o~rpurpow~lrlytop~~to 
defr8y cat8 of -tofthru&ldllfearea. Iad8tithiattm 

laewed are& 8vall8hl.8 for lun for rgricultural or gr8zing purpo8e8, 
vfllklund~tbeDlstrktEnghemr. Rbaie8 collectedby th8 Sute 

and not u8ed to prwida food for tildlife in 8p0or aop 8eum 8h811 be 
paid to tin District Engw 8t fivwyur fat8d. Th8 liwa888 vi11 
establiab and m8lat8ia wU8t8 record8 atbd 8CCmt8 8lul reuder periodic 
8tat-t8 Of UUipt8 d MpWditU?M fn furthrt- Of it8 tidllfa 
f-program, uuy be required by m&d District Eagfmr. The 
Dhtrict tng5amer 8b8ll hmm the right to perform audit8 of ttm 1&~-‘8 
ntOd8 8Ud 8CCmt8. 

6. That thelkewee =Y We trw, r--h 8tOCk U’Otkrviw 
caarolall forvof fi8haadvs.ldlife-vlt~the~uu,~~ 
place therdu ach rddit%a8d form8 of. fish and v&ldUfe u it uy do8ir8 
fra tin to tAn, md 8i18Zl hmm th8 right to clo8e t&h8 8rU. or. aq 
put8 tlwraof fta th to tfu, to firh%n~, hunting or trrpping, pro- 

2 
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7. The the v8ter 8re8m of th8 PEOjMt 8hd1 b8 0p.m t0 public tuI 
mr8lly, vithout cbuge, for boa-, Nirslpl, b8thing, ff8hing rpd 
OthU nU’Mti8Ud pU?pO8M, 8tJd th8t nw 8CCI88 t0 8d uit f- 8UCb 
uater 8W elom# th8 8tmre8 of the project 8hdt1 h8 ulnteined for ~enerrl 
puhllc me. uhu such me is detemimed by the Secretary of the m act 
tC k COUtm t0 thr p\rbliC iUUm8t. limevet, PO un of amy 8r88 8bll 
be perrittad which i8 inCOU8i8UU uith the 8tlte 1~ fO+ tk protection 
of fLh ad gam* . 

8. Tlut this liceuu ia subject fo rll bi8tSug and future eeuuut8, 
icemem mad petit8 heretofore grated, or to be hereafter granted, 

~‘Uked Stun coacernla$ uld Imdr; prowided, however, tint upon 
8pprop~t8 aotificatia by the llcenne to e&d Di8trict Enginea, th8 
United Statea, buof8r a8 m8y be cami8tent with otber u8a8 8nd purpo888 
of the project, vdll not enter into 8ny a8u -t8, &8888, liUM 
or perdu, or renwalathueof,uhl&~*iat&op~a6 ofthe 

Di8trictHagimnr,8dvernly affacttbe -t Oper8tiOn8 of the licm8ee 
MdUth8p- of th8 liceMe, or uhich ldll coduct ldth t&’ 

&fi.CliUly 8Cbdubdp~8UOf th8 lk@lUU fO? theeXp8MioaOf it8 
UtiritiU UDdCr tb8 prOld8iCXI8 Of thi.8 u&U. 

9. nut th8llcenMe furni8bU U 8 P8?t Of thi8 CaDtZICt m 

murm (Ed&hit "p") that hea coqslyuithntl8 m of th8 civil Pi#It8 
Act of 1964 (76 Stat. 24X) mu3 Deputnnt of Ikfeme Directive 5500.11 
i88Wd pumrmt thuetc ad publimbmd irr Part 300 of Title 32, Co& of 
Peder8l Regulatiou. 

C 10. i&t nc Cut8 or fill8 8btkg th8 8br8 lb8 8h811 b8 ud8 by tit8 
lic8me8vfthoutpriorapproml of the tid Di8trict&ngirrrer. 

11. Tb8t, within th8 1Lit8 of their rMpectlve la-1 pmmr8, th8 
pUti@ tC thi8 1iCCrUr 8hl1 protect tbc project 48ill8t POllUtiOIl Of it8 
uur. Tb8 lice- 8h8ll cmply prcmptly uith any re@8tho8, condition8 
or in8truction8 affecting the rctivity hereby muthori~d if and when 
i88uedbytbEmeamn tal Protection Agency 8ndlor 8 8tate uatar pollution 
controlag8xbcyhm5xtg juriedictimto abate orprevent~t8rpollutiak. 
Such regu&tioe8, condition, or iueructiou8 in effect or pre8crlbed by 
the Enviranaantrl Pretccticm Agency or rtate agency UC hereby made l 
c8udition of tha Ucense. . 

12. mt i-8 t0 8d tgr888 frC= th prOjet% 8?88 8h811 ba 8ffOrdrd 
ths li- over rri8ta WC888 mdr, 8UCh bt8?iO? ?@8d8 88 uy b8 
COMtNCtd, md 8t 8uch cddltfooal PbCe8 OYI? hvenrPrPt=evned lrad 88 
u]r be approved by uid Di8trict Engineer. The licuu8 8hall provide 
8pp~p?bt8 U?w8 8t it8 OIlll l YQ8U8e. 

. 
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x3. mat tb ri@ht $8 hueby upreuly re8enmd to the united statu, 

it8 offiam, u8at8 88d -1-8, to mktu up80 th8 8&d lsnd 8d rrptu 
aNm,8tamytLwandfm~parpeu~ot~tirr~c- 
tbo vi& river and hubor 8d flaba &!&ii1 work, md to.- thuefrcm 

trrkr~~othaumrhl,requhdor~~~~~~ farmuchuork;~ flood 

-pnriwr,--C--Y. s&/or to make my othr uma of 88.id l8md 
u~~~~ryincaa~ctioavichpubllc~tioa~flood caarol, 
88dtbeltceun8 8hllhV8DOd~fOr&W#@8 of 8my cluract8r 00 

auamt charmof 8g8iut the tfrrtmd Strte8 or uay went, officer or employee 
thueof. 

14. Tlmt ay propem of tb8 &k&ad Stream dmag8d or de8troyed by 
tlnll- hbcideat to th8 aerciw of th8 privflegea lmreia granted 
8hallb8pxaptlyrep8iredornplacadbyth8 lacm8e8 to th8 88ti8futim 
oftbauSdDiatrQth@.mamr. 

U. Tbtth8Uniud State8 8brll noth8 n8pamibl8 for daD8@e8 to 
p~uinj~uprr~vhich~uiwfrar,ork~ratto. 
th8 exercin of th8 ptidlqu herrin macmd, or for M to th8 
pm of tb ucanam. orfordm8@totbapraputyorILLJurSmto 
tb perua of the m'8 OffiC@?8, lgrot8, -t8 or apW-b 
~0t&~wh0rrrpb80~8&d~8~ 8tth8i?imiutiooorth~t8tiOn 

ofunymeoftbr,8ri8imgfnnoriacideattoth8fbodhgof88id 
praieu hy tb Coverawat or flooding from w 0-r came, or 8ri8* 
framorbw&8ttoQLJotbu &mermeatakactiriti88optb8ddprraiu8, 
Md-tbli- 8bd1 hold the thited stat- h8m&safzammyd’a2l 
8uchclaiu,aceptu l%cOuee i8 p-Ud thU@fN b &tic18 XT, 
sectian 7 of the orepn con8titutioa. 

17. rh8t thi8 licenu uy b8 revoked by th8 secretary of th8 Amy 
in tb8 8vent the liceme viol8tu 8ny of the UN ami condition8 of 

thi8 Ucaue d caMnue8 8ud per8isu tlmnin for 8 period of thirty 
(30) d8y8 8fter notic thereof, iauriting, by th8 uid Di8trictZugin88r. 
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- 8w1 f8il or IkqlCCt t0 ?aOve said prcperty and 80 ruton the 
Prai8U, then 88%d p?cputy 8u keen the property Of thr f)Oitid SmtU, tith- 
mg cmpamuion therefor, 8nd uc cl&m for damqu 8@8at tha Uufted Qtatu, 

it8 offh8r8 or yenta, 8bd.l be m8ted by or made on 8ccouat thereof. 01 . . 

of 

I11UITHESSW 75 fb8vebereumtoutmyhandthia t7 : d8y 

1971, by directioa of the Auistmt Smcrmtary 
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I. PROJBCT UAMB 

John Day Lock and Dar 

II. PROJBCT OPBRATOR 

P. S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District (USACE) 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

(8) Location and Site 

John Day Lock and Dar is located at rile 215.6 on the Columbia 
River approximately 2 miles downstream from the confluence of the 
John Day and Columbia Rivers, approxirately 25 riles east of The 
Dallas, Oregon. John Day Reservoir, also known as Lake Umatilla, 
extends approximately 77 miles to RcRary Dam at mile 292. The 
reservoir has a shoreline length of approximately 240 miles and 
is less than 2 miles wide throughout most of its length. With 
normal pool elevation at 265 feet msl, the reservoir has a water 
surface area of approximately 52,000 feet msl, the reservoir has 
a water surface area of approximately 52,000 acres and contains 
approximately 2,365,OOO acre-feet of water. 

Principal features of John Day Dar consist of an ,erbanknent 
section, a navigation lock, a concrete spillway, ,and a power- 
house. The powerhouse was initially constructed containing 16 
main power units, but contains space for four additional main 
units planned for installation in the late 1980'8. The existing 
main power units are capable of generating 135 MW of continuous 
output and 155.3 MW of short-term output. 

lb) Authorized Purposes 

The authorized primary purposes of the John Day Project are 
generation of hydroelectric power, improvement of inland naviga- 
tion on the Columbia River, and flood control. Secondary 
functions of the project include irrigation, recreation, and fish 
and wildlife habitat (IJSACB, 197Sa). 

(cl Brief History 

The construction of the John Day Project was authorized by the 
River and Harbor and ?lood Control Act-of nry 17, 1950, Public 
Law 81-516, 81st Congress, Second Session. Construction of John 
Day Dam begm In December 1958 and rai completed in July 1968. 
Limited use of the navigation lock and fish ladder8 started in 
1963. Power production from 12 initial generating units began in 
1968 with the filling of the John Day pool. Additional units 
were completed in Uoverber 1971 (USACB, 1976). 
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(dl Other Pertinent Data 

(1) Water Level Fluctuation and Timing 

John Day Dam is basically a navigation and run-of-the-river 
project although it ha8 approximately 500,000 acre-feet of flood 
storage capacity. Long-term operation of Lake Umatilla generally 
occurs over an 11-foot range fror elevation 297 to 268. The 
level is maintained between elevations 265 and 268 from June 
through October. The wate.r level ray .be dropped to as low as 
elevation 257 for a short time to provide additional flood con- 
trol storage space. TEis would occur only before the crest of 
the spring freshet in Hay or June. The level ray also be dropped 
to as low as elevation 257 for a short time to provide extra 
generation during a critical power situation which might occur 
during the winter. Daily fluctuation of Lake Uaatilla resulting 
from peak operation will not exceed 3 feet, at a rate of about 
0.2 feet per hour. However, releases of water fro8 l4cUary Dam 
may cause the upstream end of the reservoir just below the HcUary 

powerhouse to fluctuate as much as 4 or 5 feet in an hour. 

(2) Land Ownership 

Project land8 are administered by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. McKern (1976) indicates that approximately 47,360 
acres of project lands are aS8tXiated with the John Day Lock and 
Dam Project. The controlled development of shoreline lands with- 

in the project has reSUlted in three primary land uses, in 
addition to operation and management of the John Day Lock, Dam 
and Reservoir: 1) recreation and public access; 2) port and 
industry; and, 3) fish and wildlife areas. At present, approxi- 
mately 3,720 acres of project lands are in public use and access, 
and 15,864 acres in out-grants, easerents and ports. MOSt Of 
them are managed as fish and wildlife areas (USACB, 1976). 
Approximately 30,940 acres of land and water are managed for fish 
and wildlife conservation (V. WILDLIFE MITIGATIOR RISTORY, (Cl 
Mitigation Implerented). 

(3) Indian Rights 

Deer, waterfowl, upland game birds, and rabbit8 'were used for 
ceremonial, SUbSiStenCe, and other cultural purposes by Indian 
tribes of the area. Furbearers were harvested for economic gain. 

Indian cancetnr noted in past reports relate to the loss of 
fisheries and not wildlife. While past reports acknowledge 
attempts to mitigate for the loss of Indian fishing sites, it 
appears that wildlife losses to Indian tribes were never identi- 
fied and hence never mitigated in the original Federal-Tribal 
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negotiations. PO forral agreements hqve been found between the 
United States and the Indfans tb mitfgaee for any wildlife habi- 
tat losses and associated wildlife population level8 resulting 
from the construction of John Day Lock and Dam. 

An inquiry was made to the Yskira Indian Hation, the Confederated 
Tribes of Warn Springs and Umatilla Indian Reservations, and the 
Nez Pierce Tribe to identify any mandates, agreements, and con- 
cerns specifically related to the J.ohn Day Dam Project. The 
Yakima, Warm Springs, and Umatilla Indian8 -responded citing the 
1855 treaties which protected their right to hunt, as well as 
fish off reservation. The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla 
Indian Reservation exercise this right subject only to restric- 
tions imposed by the Tribal Fish and Wildlife Committee. Both 
the Yakira ltation and Uratilla Confederated Tribes have main- 
tained that they have an inherent legal interest in the 
conservation and maintenance of optimum population levels of all 
wildlife resources in the mid-Columbia region. While no formal 
agreements have been found between the United States and the 
Indians to mitigate for wildlife habitat or wildlife population 
losses, the Tribes indicate that the orission of wildlife ritiga- 
tion con8ideration8 fror Federal-Tribal negotiation8 was 
inadvertant and representative of a prior lack of awareness of 
willdife needs by all parties (APPBNDIX Cl. 

IV. WILDLIFB SPBCIBS AID HABITAT ASSBSSWBNTS 

(a) Ore-construction 

Project land8 have a wide variation in topography. Host of the 
project area bounding the Columbia River and its tributaries is 
abruptly rising upland terraces or plateaus generally unsuitable 
for cultivation. The Columbia River flood plain and irrigated 
uplands are vegetated mainly with sagebrufh, rabbitbrush, and 
miscell8neou8 fOrb8 and grasses. Patches of willow, alder, and 
cottonwood occur in the bottoms. 

The Columbia River is an i8pOrtant l igr8tiOn route for waterfowl 
of the Pacific Flyway. Fall aerial count8 conducted by Dave 
Lenhart in 1956 and 1957 indicate peak migrant populations of 
23,000 geese and over 42,000 duck8 in the project area (USDI, 
1958). Pre-inundation observations of maximum winter populations 
indicated an excess of 90,000 ducks ?nd 32,000 Canada geese 
(USDI, 196la). 

The John Day project area was an important Canada goo8e 
production area. The rajority of the goose production occurred 
on the numerous iSl8ndS which existed in the- river prior to 
filling of the reservoir. In 1950, Eansen and Oliver (1951) 
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. noted 24 islands of importance to geese dispersed uniformly from 
McNary Dam to Celilo Falls. Of .26 islands regularly censused 
since 1950 within the reservoir site, approximately 200 active 
goose nests, 270 adult pairs and 200 unclassified geese were 
observed (USDI, 1961b). Ball, et al. (1981) reported goose nest 
counts on Lake Umatilla to be relatively stable at approximately 
200 nest8 per year from 1958 to dam completion in 1968. Goose 
production within the project site was estimated to be approxi- 
mately 800 birds per year (USDI, 1961b). In a March 19, 1968 
letter from the Oregon State Game Commission to the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla Dirtrict, goose production in the 
John Day project area was estimated to be 1,000 to 1,200 birds 
per year. 

Nesting ducks occurring within Lake Dratilla include mallard, 
gadwall, pintail, and blue-winged teal. Mallard is the most 
abundant specier. Some ducks nest on river island8 although 
nesting principally occurs in sloughs and seep areas adjacent to 
the river. Blalock Island was noted to be an important brooding 
area for waterfowl produced in the Paterson area (Lenhart, 
1983). Annual duck production prior to reservoir filling was 
estimated to be 900 ducks (USDI, 1961b). 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's 1963 report noted the 
presence of a good inter8per8ion of brush and CrOplandS in the 
project area for upland birds. The fall population erkimate for 
California quail was ~approximately 600 birds. Chukar, mourning 
dove, and gray partridge were also noted in the project area 
(USDI, 1961b). 

Beaver, mu8krat,‘8kunk, weasel, mink, badger, raccoon, and mule 
deer were noted in the project area. Bstirated average annual 
harvests within the project area were apprxirately 100 beavers, 
35 muskrat, 40 mink, and 29 deer (USDI, 1961b). 

No reference8 have been found related to the presence or absence 
of colonial bird8 or State and Federal threatened and endangered 
species in the project area prior to construction of the John Day 
Lock and Dam. The Endangered Species Act did not come into 
effect until 1973, after project construction. 

Impact assessments made prior to project construction anticipated 
the considerable 1068 of waterfowl nesting and brooding areas 
through inundation of islands, flats, 8horeline8, and riparian 
habitat. Ptc-conrtruction ettimatct anticipated the inundation 
of approxirately 40,000 acres of which 7,000 acres were agri- 
culture, 30,000 were gra8slands, and 3,000 acres were residential 
and railroad right-of-way. The inundation of extensive areas of 
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grassland were expected to have a significant impact on ground 
dwelling birds, particularly ring-q+q4?.g;pheasants and California 
quail. 

(b) Post-construction 

The John Day Lock and Dam raised the water level. approximately 
100 feet at the darsite. Shallow water areas became increasingly 
available toward the vicinity of Ncblary Dar. The first 34 miles 
of Lake Umatilla above the dam consists of either steep rock 
cliff81 rock riprap; or mud, sand, and rock beach. Of the 324 
miles of island and mainland shoreline available in Lake 
Umatilla, 83 percent is unvegetated rock, sand, or gravel (Tabor, 
1976). Inundation ha8 eliminated nearly all islands in the 
section of river between the John Day Dam and RN 250. Remaining 
islands within this 8egBent do not support vegetation. BXtenSiVe 
areas of Blalock Island were inundated, leaving only a few small 
ISlandS corresponding to higher ground. Approximately 770 acres 
of Whitcoab Flats became cut off from the mainland as a result of 
pool filling, thereby creating Whitcoab Island. Inundation 
formed backwater area8 in tribUtarie8 of the Columbia River and 
in some cases accelerated the deposition of silts and sediment 
f ram upland sources. 

The operation of John Day and Hc#ary Dam8 influence8 water 
elevations in Lake Umatilla. The frequency and duration of water 
level changes have influenced vegetational succession on island8 
and along shorelines. Dam construction and operation have 
limited water level variation to a range narrower than that 
occurring prior to project construction. Also, the frequency of 
water fluctuations within this range is probably greater than 
that experienced prior to project construction, particularly in 
the area iBmediately below each dam. Winds, wave action, and the 
inability of plants to colonize shoreline areas undergoing 
frequent water level change8 have contributed to accelerated 
rates of erosion at islands. The reduction of flooding above 
normal pool levels has encouraged a more rapid succession to 
trees above normal pool elevation (Lenhart, 1983; BlcAern, 1976; 
USDI, 1983b). 

Lake UBatilla is a 8ignificant area for wintering waterfowl. 
Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) encoBpasse8 Boat of the 
potential wintering habitat for waterfowl in Lake Umatilla 
(Tabor, 1976). Tabor (1976)’ noted 153,080 wintering waterfowl in 
February 1975 and a8 rrny as 23 rpecier. Drarrtic increarw in 
winter waterfowl populations have been noted at Umatilla NWR in 
the last few years (Constantino, 1983). In the winter of 1982 to 
1983, winter populations approaching 50'0,000 ducks and 150,000 
geese were recorded. This level of use far exceeds Uaatilla 
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NWR’6 management goals for wintering populations of 250,000 ducks 
and 80,000 geese (O’Neil, 1983). -.Sfi ‘Wmatilla NWR, waterfowl 
concentrations were noted at Long Walk Islands (RW 274), Long 
Walk Slough (RM 274 to 277), McCormack Slough (RW 273 to 276), 
Paterson Slough (RW 279 to 281), and Whitcomb Islsnd (RW 266 to 
266) (Tabor, 1976). Mallards were observed concentrated along 
the Oregon shore at the western end of Umatilla NWR (RM 260 to 
266) (Tabor, 1976). Concentrations of 30,000 ducks and 10,000 to 
20,000 geese have been noted on islands near Threerile Canyon (RW 
255) (Melland, 1963). 

Lake Unatilla is one of the major waterfowl production ares for 
the Columbia River. Although the first 34 miles of the lake are 

void of waterfowl nesting habitat, the remaining 42 miles 
incorporate nesting islands, large sloughs, and marshes (Tabor, 
1976). 

The majority of resident Canada geese nest on islands with low 
ground cover. WcCreadie Islands (RM 254 to 255), Threemile 
Island (RM 255), and islands on Umatilla NWR (RW 273 to 276) pro- 
vide most of the goose nesting habitat available in Lake Umatilla 
(Tabor, 1976; Lenhart, 1963; Hellsnd, 1983). Some nesting is 
noted on cliffs, artificial structures, trees, and mainland 
(Ball, et al., 1981). From a low of 100 nests on Umatilla NWR in 
1969, goose nesting gradually increased and re’mained relatively 
stable at approximately 180 nests from 1973 to 1977. In 1978, 
pesticides in geese and eggs had a significant toll on nesting 
efforts at the refuge. Restrictions in the use of heptaclor have 
contributed to the recovery of goose nesting on the refuge as 
evidenced by the count of 170 goose nests in 1983 (Lenhart, 
1983). Umatilla NWR is currently producing an average of 500 
geese per year (Constantino, 1983). In 1982, 645 geese were 
produced (Annear, 1983). 

Goose broods were observed by Tabor (1976) in 1975 at Paterson 
Slough (RM 279 to 281), HcCormack Slough (RM 275), Whitcomb 
Island (RI4 265 to 269), Long Walk Slough (RW 274 to 277), and 
Willow Creek Wildlife Area (WA) (RH 253). Approximately 15 to 20 
acres of significant goose brooding habitat exists at Willow 
Creek WA and has been noted to support as many as 15 broods or 60 
goslings (Melland, 1983). In 1983, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service began a l-year study on Canada goose brood movements. 
The study includes the identification of high, moderate, and low 
use goose brooding areas within the John Day Da8 project area 
(USDI, 19%3). 

Waterfowl production, other than Canada geese, is concentrated at 
Umatilla NWR and adjacent management areas. Refuge personnel 
estimated the annual production of 14 species of ducks to be 
approximately 2,000 to 2,500 birds (Tabor, 1976; Annear, 1983). 
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McCorrack Slough, Paterson Slough, and Irrigon Wildlife Manage- 
ment Area (WWA) (RW 282 to 288) Drov@e.mose of the duck nesting 
habitat. lore millsrd and wigeon nesting occurs on islands of 
the refuge. In 1981, 17 duck nests were found on goos'e nesting 
islsnds of llmatills NWR (Lenhart, 1983). The islands and sloughs 
in L8ke Urstilla also provide brooding areas for waterfowl, 
including mallsrd, wigeon, blue-winged teal, cinnamon .teal, 
gadwall, pintakl, shoveler, and wood duck (Tabor, 1976; Nelland, 
1983). Cormon merganser broods were seen in the John Day River 
ares of Lake Umatilla (RU 218) during 1974 and 1975 (Tabor, 
1976). 

Ring-necked pheasant, California quail, chukar, mourning dove, 
and snipe were observed in the project area. Pheasant and quail 
were found throughout the project area, but were most abundant 
upstream from R&l 264 (Tabor, 1976). Umatilla NWR staff estimated 
peak fall populations to be approximately 600 quail and 1,800 
pheasant (Annear, 1983). Chukar were observed only downstream 
from RM 263 on the Washington shore and from RM 245 on the Oregon 
shore (Tabor, 1976). Mourning dove are not numerous (USACE, 
1976). 

Colonial nesting species observed in the project area include 
double-crested cormorsnt, grest blue heron, black-crowned night 
heron, California gull, ring-billed gull, Forster ‘8 tern, 
Caspian tern, and bank swallow. Threerile Island (Rx 255) is a 
significant colon181 nesting area. Tabor (1976) recorded the 
occurrence of 800 pairs of California gulls, 500 pairs of ring- 
billed gulls, 100 pairs of Forster~s terns, and 169 nests of 
Caspian terns on the island in 1974 and 1975. Other significant 
colonial bird use areas include Threemile Island, Umatilla NWR, 
and Telegraph Island. Channel markers have been utilized by 
nesting great blue herons (Melland, 1984). 

The John Day Dam project area is utilised by a fairly diverse 
group of raptors. At least 15 species are known to occur within 
the project area. Russi8n olive wss utilised by as many as eight 
raptor species for roosting and nesting (Tabor, 1976). Several 
species such 8s Americsn kestrel, golden eagle, and prsirie 
frlcon utilise cliffs within the project area (Tabor, 1976; 
USACB, 1976). 

No suitsble riparian habitst for beaver, otter, mink, and muskrat 
is svallsble from RBI 216 to 263. West- of the suitable habitat 
within the project area is locrted along tributaries and brck- 
w8ter are88 above RM 263. Aquatic furbesrers are primarily 
associated with tributary 'streams including John Day River (RR 
218) # Rock Creek (RW 228.5), Willow Creek (RM 252.5), and Alder 
Creek (RN 258) (Tabor, 1976). Aquatic furbearers have been found 
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along the mainstem Columbia River when,adequate riparian habitat 
is available, such as at Irrigon WA and Port of Morrow lands at 
Boardman (Melland, 1984). 

Tabor (1976) used scent stations to obtain quantitstive data on 
the abundance of mammals along the Columbia River. Coyote 
appeared to be the most abundant species within the project 
area. Raccoon, striped skunk, and porcupine were noted as 
abundant. Opossum, bobcat, badger, and spotted skunk densities 
appeared to be low within the project area (Tabor, 1976). 

The mule deer is the only species of big game observed to utilize 
the project area. However densities of this species were con- 
sidered to be low within the project area. (USAC8, 1976). Deer 
utilire the brushy canyons and adjacent ridges (USACE, 1976). 
Umatilla NWR staff estimate approximately 80 deer utilize the 
refuge and nearby areas (Annear, 1983). Islands. within the 
project area were used by deer as *fawning9 areas (Tabor, 1976). 

The northern bald eagle is listed as a Federal and State 
threatened species. Bald eagles and golden eagles are regularly 
observed during late summer in the vicinity of Umatilla NWR 
(Annear, 1983). No nesting activity by either species has been 
observed at the refuge. As many as 97 eagles have been seen on 
the refuge during the winter. Approxirately 75 percent of the 
eagles observed are bald raglest the remaining 25 percent are 
golden eagles (Annear, 1984). 

The peregrine falcon is listed as a Federal and State endangered 
species. No sightings of this species within the project area 
have been recorded. 

For other sources of information on resources of the Columbia 
River, a bibliography entitled .Selected Administrative Reports 

and Publications Representative of Conservation Policy, Plsns and 
Programs Influencing the Management of the Wildlife Resource 
within the Columbia River Basing and another entitled .Partial 
List of Reports, Publications and Studies Describing State and 
Federal Policy and Program, and the Abundance and Distribution of 

Wildlife and Habitat Within the Columbia River Basing are avail- 
able from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Portland District. 

(cl Operational 

Operational irpacts are related to the rpagnltudc, duration, and 
frequency of water releases or water fluctuations. Possible 
impacts to wildlife resources include the erosion of islands 
valuable as mule deer fawning areas and waterfowl habitat, and 
the formation of land bridges to islands during low water periods 
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which increases access by predators. Areas identified as 
experiencing 
Islands, 

these impacts iqclu+: @-reerile Island, Blalock 
and Paterson Slough. High water can inundate brooding 

areas, ripsrian habitats, shoreline, and shallow water areas. 
The critic81 period for wsterfowl nesting occurs from Xarch 1 to 
May 15. Birds, upland game, aquatic and terrestrial furbearers 
and other wildlife species dependent upon shoreline vegetation, 
shoreline insect populations, .and riparian habitat may suffer 
food shortages. Fluctuating water levels can have adverse 
impacts on aquatic furbearers, waterfowl, colonial nesting gulls 
and terns, l mphibisns, and the reestablishment of riparian and 
aquatic habitats. Furbearer populations would be psrticularly 
susceptible to drastic water fluctuations in Hatch and April when 
young are produced. It is unlikely that either amphibians or 
riparian snd aquatic vegetation would be sble to adapt to rapidly 
changing water conditions resulting from power peaking operations 
(Tabor, 1976; Tabor et 81., 1981). 

V. WILDLIFE WITIGATION HISTORY 

(a) Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

Negotiation for consideration of wildlife values began in 1958. 
The Oregon State Game Corrission, the Washington Game Department, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers participated in developing a plan which would mitigate 
wildlife losses. A wildlife habitat replacement and development 
area was recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with 
the endorsements of State wildlife agencies to the Corps of 
Engineers in a report released in 1958 (USDI, 1958). The area 
proposed extended from Crow Butte upstream to a point above the 
Paterson Ferry and included within its boundaries a valuable 
combination of water, marsh, and uplands (USDI, 1958). 

In recognition of industrial and port needs, the waterfowl 
management area boundaries were altered extensively in 1961 to 
provide shoreline access points snd backup lands on both sides of 
the river. During public hearings held in August of 1962, there 
was general agreement on the 1961 proposal, which provided 
generously for industry. The 1961 proposal contained~recommenda- 
tions of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the Corps; 1) to 
acquire spproximately 6,265 scres of private lands and withdraw 
from public ownership spproximately 3,970 acres for the proposed 
John Day U8terfowl Nanagerent Area (Uratilla NWR); 2) to provide 
funds for initial development of the John Day Waterfowl Manage- 
rent Are8; 3) to make 811 iSl8ndS within L8ke U88tilla available 
for fish sad wildlife purposes; 4) to provide public fishing and 
hunting access at specific areas; and, 5) to develop a reservoir 
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zoning plan that insures ares8 are available for fishing, hunt- 
ing, and other wildlife purposes without conflicting use by 
general recreation (USDI, 196181.’ 

In 1965 a further adjustment was made classifying parts of Crow 
Butte and Blalock Island for recreation. Final changes in the 
boundaries of the proposed waterfowl management mea were made as 
a result of meetings held in Washington, D.C. with Congressman 
Ullman and representatives of the Port of Hotrow. In n8y 1965, 
the proposal was presented to Congress for approval. 

(b) Mitigation Agreements or Requirements 

(1) PPC/FERC Requirements 

As a Federal project, the Federal Power Comrission does not have 
the responsibility for issuing permits, licenses, and license 
exemption grants under the Federal Water Power Act for John Day 
Dam. 

(2) Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Proceedings 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) of 1934, as 
amended, requires all hydroelectric project developers to consult 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and state conservation 
agencies .prior to project development vwith a view to preventing 
loss of and damage to wildlife resources.m Federal development 
projects were required to contain adequate provision for conser- 
vation, maintenance, and management of wildlife resources 
consistent with primary project purposes. This Act was named the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of August 12, 1958, at which 
time an amendment was added stating that “wildlife conservation 
shall receive equal consideration and be coordinated with other 
features of water-resource development programs.. Land acquisi- 
tion, project modificstions, and/or project operations rodifica- 
t ion were to be based on impact and mitigation reports by 
wildlife agencies, and costs for these measures were to be made 
an integral part of project costs. 

(3) MOO8 and Other Agreements 

A General Plan was developed to delineate project areas which 
were to be made available for wildlife management purposes. 
Arear found to have their gtertert conrefoation value in further- 
in9 the national rigratory bird management program were to be 
made available by cooperative agreenent to the U.S. Fish and 
wildlife Service. Those lands found to have their greatest 
conservation value in the conservation and management of fish and 
wildlife resources in the State of Oregon were to be made 
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available to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, formerly 
known as the Oregon State Game Commission. The General Plan-was 
signed lo 1968 by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the OregomS416a;6 Game Commission; and the 
Washington Department of Game. 

On July 3, 1969, a cooperative agreerent between the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers 8nd the U.S. Fi8h and Wildlife Service was 
signed. The cooperstive sgreement outlined the rights and 
privileges of each agency in r8n8ging Umatilla IAWR. 

On June 7, 1972, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Oregon 
Department of Fish and Uildlife signed a cooperative agreement 
allowing Oregon Department of ?ish and Uildlife to manage approx- 
irately 646 acres of- Corps owned lands in Gilliar County, 
Oregon. The original 250year lesse sgreerent specified 404 acres 
of land and 242 acres of backwater along Willow Creek (RH 253), a 
tributary of the Columbia River, to be managed for fish and wild- 
life resources, thereby establishing the Willow Creek WA. 

In 1973, a cooperative agreement was signed by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wild- 
life. The 250year &ease agreerent allows the Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife to manage l pptoxirately 549 acres in Morrow 
County, Oregon for fi8h and wildlife, the.reby establishing 
Irrigon UA. Irrigon WA was extended in 1978 when a second 
2%yrar lease sgreement was signed allowing the Oregon Department 
of Fish and Wildlife to manage an additional 435 acres of land in 
Uaatilla County, Oregon. 

(cl Mitigation Implerented 

Subsequent to the signing of the General Plan, several coopera- 
tive agreerents were developed as described in the previous 
section. These agreements established the units managed for 
wildlife presently known as Umatilla NUR (29,310 acres of land 
and water), Irrigon #A (984 acres), and the Willow Creek WA (646 
acres). 

Authorisstion to acquire additional lands for waterfowl manage- 
ment by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was approved October 
27. 1965 in Section 204 of the Flood Control Act of 1965 (P.L. 
89-298). The Corps began 'acquiring lsnds relsted to eventual 
ranager~nt by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 1966. The 
U.S. Fi8h and Wildlife Service presently manager approximately 
29,370 Lctes of land snd water primarily for wintering wsterfowl 
snd breeding grounds for the Great Bssin Canada goose (Umatilla 
NWR) . The refuge provides 800 acres of wetland habitat, 9,440 
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acres of rivers and streams, 1,398 acres of farred land, 72 acres 
of dense nesting cover, 75 acres of noncommercial forest, 11,055 
acres of desert, and 49 acres ,bf 'administrative lands. The 
management goals of the refuge call for wintering populations of 
250,000 ducks and 80,000 Canada gee8e and for the production of 
7,000 ducks and 700 Canada geese. The operation and maintenance 
of the refuge have been funded by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

The Willow Creek WA is managed by the Oregon Department of Fish 
and Wildlife. Management practices include planting cereal 
crops, planting shrubs for upland birds, regulating hunting, 
limiting vehicle access, maintaining goose brooding and nesting 
areas, management of resting areas for wintering waterfowl, and 
protection of nesting colonial birds. Aside from some plantings 
supplied by the Corps, development and maintenance of the wild- 
life area is funded by the State of Oregon. 

The Irrigon WA is also managed by the Oregon Departrent of Fish 
and Wildlife. Management practices include the prohibition of 

grazing, farming and vehicle access; the regulation of water 
levels in impounded areas! and the management of food, cover, and 
resting habitat for wintering waterfowl. The area receives use 
by nesting ducks and shorebirds and wintering waterfowl; however, 
use by nesting or brooding geese is very low. The Corps has 
supplied some plantings and fencing material, but major costs of 
development and maintenance of the wildlife area is provided by 
the State of Oregon. 

VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is working on plans to develop 
and manage approximately 12,000 to 15,000 acres of project lands 
for fish and wildlife. Eventual plans will include habitat 
enhancement for wildlife. The area is located along the John Day 
River (RM 218) and .extends from its confluence with the Columbia 
River upstrear approximately 4 miles to Albert Philippi Park. 
The Corps is fencing the area to control access and grazing with- 
in its boundaries. The work is being funded through the John Day 
operations and maintenance funds. 

John Day Lock and Dam Project - There are no plans currently 
being nsgotiated to further mitigate wildlife losses attributable 
to the project. No studies were ever conducted to document wild- 
life losses resulting from the project. To accurately determine 
mitigation adequacy, an objective comparison of pre- and post- 
impoundment habitat conditions by use of pre- and 
post-impoundment aerial photography and existing habitat 
inventories would be needed. 
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John Day Lock and Dam Ma&tar Plan - Wumerous recreation areas 
have been developed along the Oregon and Waahington shorelines 
and islands within Lake Uaatilla,,,~,,Tbsse open areas provide some 
additional resting, feeding, and '&&er habitat for *wintering 
waterfowl. However, the value of these areaa to waterfowl are 
generally limited by factors such as proximity of these areas to 
other feeding grounds. 

Columbia Basin~Waterfowl Redistribution Plan - This is a coopera- 
tive effort involving the 0.8. Fish and Wildlife Service, the 
Oregon Departrent of Fish and Wildlife, and the Waahington 
Department of Care to try to distribute a perceived overpopula- 
tion of wintering waterfowl in the Umatilla Basin area to the 
North Columbia Basin and Southeast Idaho. 

Canada Goose Brooding Habitat Study - A cooperative l-year study 
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fiah and Wild- 
life Service on Canada goose brooding habitats between Crow Butte 
Island and Richland, Washington on the Columbia River was 
completed in 1983. These data are being analysed and may 
influence future waterfowl management decisions in the John Day 
project area. 
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Deparfmenf of Fish and WiM!ife 
- mnve* 506 S.W. MIUSTRER, P.O. BOX3SD3.PO~ND.OREGON9M08 

- ", 'I j -*....-_ 

29 August, 1984 

Mr. John R. Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, OR 97208 

Attention Mr. James Meyer: 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has.high expectations of the 
Northwest Power Planning Act to provide for wildlife and wildlife habitat 
mitigation to offset impacts resulting from hydroelectric development. 

As the John Day Dan Wildlife Mitigation Status Report and our attached 
cements on that report indicate, comprehensive evaluation of wildlife 
resource impacts and mitigation for wildlife habitat losses were not 
accomplished. Knowledge of wildlife resources and legal mandates have changed 
since the John Day ProJect was constructed. In addition to the requirerr,ents 
of the Nottn.uest Power Planning Act for protection, mitigation and enhancement 
of wildlife resources, the Department of Fish and Wildlife-has a 'policy to 
request mitigation for losses of animal populations and habitat. The 
main stem Columbia River hydroelectric projects have high priority due to the 
high value of wildlife resources involved. 

In recognition of our increased responsibilities to address a broad range of 
concerns, I strongly urge the participating agencies to move forward in 
implementing the Wildlife Program of the Northwest Power Planning Council. 
particular, we 

In 
must proceea with a mitigation plan based on a comprehensive 

assessment of wildlife impacts at the John Day Project. The Department is 
prepared to participate in this endeavor and recomends a habitat based 
evaluation using: 1) the expertise of biologists from appropriate agencies; 
2) existing data where possible; and 3) cost effective methods. 

The first step toward accomplishing the goals of the Power Council's Fish and 
Wildlife Program has been the mitigation status report. We must now take the 
succeeding steps leading to full compensation for,wildlife and wildlife 
habitat impacts at the John Day Projict. 

kb/hk 
Encl. 
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Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
comments on 

Wildlife Mitigation Status Report 
John Day Dam and Resewoit 

29 August, 1984 
.--.-- 

These comments respond to a request from James R. Meyer, Bonneville Power 
Administration, dated 17 August 1984 to review the Mitigation Status Report 
for John Day Dam and Reservoir. . 

Oregon Revised Statute 496.012, Wildlife Policy, says .in part: "It is the 
policy of the State of Oregon that wildlife shall be managed to provide the 
optimum recreational and aesthetic benefits for present and future generations 
of the citizens of this state. 
wild1 ife management are: 

In furtherance of this policy, the goals of . 

(1) To maintain all species of wildlife at optimum levels and prevent 
the serious depletion of any indigenous species. 

(2) To develop and manage the lands and waters of this state in a manner 
that will enhance the production and public enjoyment of wildlife." 

In accordance with ORS 496.012, the Department has a policy to request mitiga- 
tion when losses to animal populations and habitat result from project 
construction and operation. These policies are consistent with the Power Act 
and Wildlife Progr&* purpose "to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish dnd wild- 
life to the extent affected by the development and operation of any hydro- 
electric project cf the Columbia River and its tributaries...." This goal has 
yet to be achieved at the John Day Project. 

The John Day Wildlife Witigation Status Report demonstrates assessment of the 
impacts to wild?ife resulting from the construction and operation.of the 
project was not comprehensive. This is evident by the lack of information 
availcble regarding the types and amounts of habitat altered and the lack of 
quantitative estinates of species affected by the project. The significance 
of the inundated habitat to wildlife has not been fully explored. Even though 
impact assessmerlt has not been adequate, it is obvious that substantial 
impacts occurred to wildlife as a result of the John Day Project, considering 
acreage of habitat inundated. 
measures imp1 mented 

The status report indicates that mitigation 
hav c not been adequate to offset impacts to wildlife 

resulting from the project. 

In order to "protect, mitigate, and enhance' wildlife resources affected by 
the development and operation of.the hydroelectric generating facjlities at 
the John Day Project, it is necessary to determine what impacts occurred. 
Upon the approval of and funding by the Council and Bonneville Power 
Administration, the Department is prepared to participate in an assessment of 
impacts to wildlife resources resulting from the John Day Project and 
preparation of a loss statement. 
in developing mitigation plans. 

The Department is also ready to participate 
We believe that a workable loss statement and 
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mitigation plan can be developed based on existing information, and the 
expertise of biologists from the appropriate a encies who are familiar with 
the project area and appropriate wfldlif&.-h%b' -8% and species. Extensive, 4 
detailed studies will only delay implementation of mitigation measures. 

The level of understanding of our wildlife resources has greatly improved 
since the tiole of construction of the John Day Project. We have broader 
concerns and are more aware of wildlife/habitat relationships. The Northwest 
Power Planning Act and the Power Council's Fish and Wildlife program have 
provided the opportunity to correct past misunderstanding and shortsightedness 
regarding wildlife resources affected by the development and operation of 
hydroelectric power in the Columbia River Basin. The Oregon Department of 
Fish and Wildlife wants to see that opportunity realized to the fullest degree 
possible in a timely, efficient, and cost-effective manner. 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FlSH AND WLDLlFE SERVlCE 

LLOVD 600 BUIWNG. 6UlTE 1662 

6ODNE MULl’iUUMW6TRhCt 

-uND. oALGo(u 67232 

Septamber 16, 1984 

Wr. John Palensky, Director 
Division of Pish and Wildlife 
Bonnwill Fouar Adadnistratiom 
Attention: Jmer Meyer 
P. 0. Box 3621 
Portland, Orepn 97209 

Dear Mr. Palcnskyr 

AS raqueatad in Mr. Usyet’s letter of August 17, 9984, we hwe twieued tbe 
Wildlife Mitigation Status Report for the John Day Lack and DEB Projet 
(the Project). The following comments are king prwided toz inclusion in 
the final report. 

General Comments 

Baaed on the report’s content, it is evident that tbe construction and 
operation of the Project has reaulted in l ubat’antial adverse iapacta to 
wildlife resources which have been neither adequately identified nor 
mitigated. Tberefore, the Service r ewmenda that the Bonneville Power 

ministration provide funds to: 1) conduct a comprehensive waluation of 
the impacts of the Project on wildlife reaourcea; and 2) bamd on tha 
findings of that avaluation, develop a mitigation and enhancemant plan 
which would fully companaate the adverse wildlife iqacta attributable to 
the Project . 

The Service has the necessary expertise and would like to participate as 
the lead agency in both the inpact waluation and mitigation plan 
development tasks. We are developing a proposal to conduct an impact 
waluation and will submit it to you in the near future. 

In addition, we believe the EKmneville Power Administration should consider 
providing funds as soon as possible for cock riprap to protect a group of 
islands at river rile 275, known as the Sand Dune Islands. These islands 
have been extensively utilized by migratory waterfowl and shorebirds. They 
are rapidly eroding and need immediate bank protection to maintain their 
wildlife values. Accordingly, we believe fund8 should be provided to 
protect them prior to completion of a loss estimate and corresponding 
mitigation plan for the John Day Project. The protection efforts would TV 
credited as mitiqation. We are developing this proposal and cxpwt to 
contact you in the near future. 
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8pacific Camonts 

A caaprehmaiva evaluation of the Projeat?a~-wet on wildlife reaourcea 
should be conducted by a team of qualified biologista capoaed of tepraaen- 
tatioea fra appropriate state 8nd federal resource 8nd develqment agen- 
cies. These include the Oregon Departmant of ?iah 8nd Wildlife, W8ahington 
Depactwnt of Gama, Amy Corps of Engineera, 8nd ?iah 8nd Wildlife Service. 
The walu8tiar should include an analysis of any actions which have been 
implemented to mitigate the Project’s adverse impacts on wildlife. We 
l uggeat the walwtion be habit&t baaed and supported by population data 
when available. We beliew that such an waluation could be acampliahed 
with a minima of new data collection bylr 1) 8n8lyaing the existing data 
refereked in the l t8tua report such as prt and post-eon8 truction 
photography; 8nd 2) catault8tiocr with profnaional wildlife biologists 
fmilim with the area’s wildlife reaourcea as they existed prior to 
project construction. The evaluation08 results should be presented in an 
imp8ct aaaesament report. 

Utilizing tbe reaulta fra the 8forauntioned impact l t8teaent, we believe 
that the sue team of biologiata, with aaaiatanoe from their agenyr’ 
rSSpSCtiVS bbit8t SpSd81iStS, Should deWlOp 8 mitig8tiOn plm. TbS 
plan, if inplemented, would be dnigned to fully compensate tbe adverse 
wildlife impact8 identified. 

In concluaioa, we beliwe no single agency or user group is reaponaible for 
the &verse wildlife iapacta which hwe resulted from the develvnt and 
oper8tion of the John D8y Project. The propoarla outlined in this letter 
would ba coaaidered l at8nd8rd operating prcceduream for waluating the 
impacts of new water dwelopment prapoaala under present state and federal 
18wa, reguhtiona, end policies. Unfortun8tely, these lag81 -tea which 
today provide for the protection of our wildlife reaourcea were not as 
strong when the John D8y Project was being developed. Bowever, both the 
Northwest Power Planning and Conservation Act and the Council~a hiah and 
Wildlife progran recogniae this and together h8ve gi,ven us an opportunity 
to ev8luate md repl8ce lost wildlife reaourcaa. The Service is eager to 
move toward that end. 

Acting Aaaiatant Regional Director 
Hahi tat Resources 
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES 
dbr 

P.O. Bax 6a 
PENDLETDN, DREGON olbol 

Am Code GO31 ham 2763165 

August 25, 1983 I 

Mr. Russell D. Pc&rson 
U.S. Fish 8nd Wildlife Service 
Division of Ecological Services 
Portland Field Office 
727 N.E. 24th Avenue 
Portland,Oregon 97232 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

. 

In reference to your letter of August 10, 1983, regarding per- 
spective of the Confederated Triks on the history of wildlife 
studier and mitigation measures l ct#plished at the Bonneville 
Lock and Dam, the DalScs Lock and Dam, 3ohn Dly &ck’ and Dam, 
and McNary Lock and Dam, comments were not submitted on this 
subject 8t the time of project 8utborization. It 8ppmIS that 
our concerns on construction of tba8e hydrolclectric projects 
were limited to impacts on anadroatous fisheries. We do not have 
documentation on file which outlines the impacts on wildlife 
and mitigation measures adopted. 

We would appreciate the opportunity to review drafts of the 
status reports on wildlife mitigation at tbe hydraelectric .' 
projects prior to completion of the fin81 report. Ue vi11 
provide comments regarding wildlife concerns 8t that tfw. 
Copies of the reports should k sent to Jerry L. &uer, bureau 
of Indian Affairs, Umrtill& Indian Agency, P.O. Box 520, Pendle- 
ton. Oreson 97801. nr. kuer acts as staff wildlife biologist 
for-the Confederated Tribes. 

RUG 2 8 x3 
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Sincerely, 

C TRIBES OF TSB 
tma9'IlJA INDIA!4 RESERVATIUI 

4 
Baud of Trust8es 

JMATILLA AN.D WALLAWALLA TRIBE! 



bcpten&r 6, 1983 
. 

Russell D. Peterson 
. 

Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Division of Ecolog;ierl Services 
Portland Field Office 
727 N.E. 24th avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

.’ 

Re: Wildlife Mitigation and Colmbi8 River 
Hydroelectric Projects 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

I represent the Warm Springs Tribe and am vriting in response 
to your letter of August 10th to Terry Luther of the tribe98 
Natural Resource D8p8rtacrnt. Your letter requests infonn8tion 
concerning wildlife m$tigation studies and meuures updettakea 
in coaaectioa with the four CoE rid-Columbia bydro projects. 

We have reoiewmd our files and discussed the utter tith 
tribal lederr. It appears that wildlife aitigatio~ was 
omitted from the xmgoti~tionr ktuwatbefmdeml govemrmunt 
and the Columbia River Indisn triks leading to t&s coamtruction 
of the four projmcts th8t 8re the subject of your reports. 
The omiscion of the wildlife mitigation from the fedtrkl- 
tribal discussioas was almost cwtaialy inadvertent. The 
tribe’s treaty-protected right to hunt, as uell as fish, * . ' 
off-reserwtioa gives the tribe 8 lrgal iaterut ia the 
preservation of all vildlife resources ia the tid-Columb5a 
region. Dimini8lmdpopulatioauofsucb8peci@8u ducks, 
geese, otter, kwerr, 1U8kr8tSN daer, etc. remelting fraa 
the construction of the rid-Col~8bydroprOjmcts~tbe 
restored to fulfill the tribe'8 treaty right. . 

. 

To ourknovledge, am stuhiu h8vebeen undertaken to detemiae 
whetb~tpapu$atioa8 of wildlifes+ms utilisedbytribU 
~nia~u~in\t~b~d~~bdl&oproj~~~ 
been diminished. The tribe is mnxious to usist the 
Wildlife Service in ita efforts to &tumiae the Bunt . 
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wildlife 1088 end the mitigatiom effort8 required to rmstere 
the resourc8. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Warm Springs Pith L Wildlifm 
Cozaittee 

Terry Luther, Natural Resource8 
Department 

.’ 

. 
. 
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CONFEDERATED T’RkU AND BAND8 !. 
.- 

vdhn Jk&MJwm .__. ’ 
‘~~COLWCE 

TumLcGuNck 
WILDLIFE RESOURCE mNWmmmPPoGRAm WBT-wmlsl 

-.wurnQt#“’ l(SO9) 865-5121 
__ ': r,.:... f' . kt. 666 or 668 

Novanbet 22, 1983 

Richard 0. Gfger 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692 
500 N.E. Kultnomah Street 
Portland, OR 97232 m . 
RE: Yakima Indian Nation concern8 relative to wildlife mitigakik 

and the Corps of Engineers mid-Columbia hydro projects. 

8 Dear Sir: 

The Yakima Indian Nation welcomes the opportunity to comment on 
wildlife mitigation relative to Indian concerns in connection 
with the four Corpr of Engineers mid-Columbia hydro projects 
(Bonneville, The Dalles, John Day, and KcNary Dams). You are 
correct in your findings that wildlife mitigation was uaitted 
from the negotiations between the federal government and the 
Columbia River Indian tribes prior to the construction of the 
hydro projects covered in your report. The omission of wildlife 
mitigation from the federal-tribal discu8sions was certainly 
inadvertant, but easily explained. The Eureau of Indian Affair8 
has historically not been dirsctly involved in wildlife ntanawsnt 
either in an advocacy role, or in a functional on-reservation 
wildlife management program. Scientific wildlife management on- 
reservation is a relatively new phenmena and stems primarily 
from concerned tribes active involvsmcnt in the previous five 
years. Given these facts, it is not rurprising that tribal 
wildlife concern8 were not repre8ented in the original negotiations. 
The Yakima Indian Nation'8 Treaty protected right to hunt, as 
well as fish, off reservation, gives the tribe a legal interest 
in the conservation and maintenance of all wildlife re8ource8 
in the mid-Columbia and Columbia Basin regions. 

The increased caupetance of on-re8ervatfqn tribal wildlife 
management in the larrt few year8 fortunately coincide6 with your 
studies relative to wildlife mitigation on these main stem hydro- 
electric projects. Hopefully, the8e unmitigated losses can now 
be identified and properly addrermed through the mitigation 
process. The Yakima Indian Nation has suffered 8eriou8 1088 of 
wildlife pppulations and wildlife habitat a8 a re8ult of the 
aforementioned hydra-electric projects. I shall briefly outline 
our major concerns below in rough order of priority. 
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Page 2 
Mr. Richard Gfger 
November 22, 1983 

1. Loss of Water-Fowl Ply-wa~ 

The Yakima River basin has been an historically impOrtant 
fly-way for water-fowl l paciea. The Yakima Indian people 
made extensive use of water-foul as a food source and as 
a murce for ceremonial artifacts and clothing. In more 
recent historical time, the heavy water-fowl concentration 
as a re8Ult of this fly-way provided an important source 
of income through the tribe's public hunting and fishing 
license program. 

Within the last 20 years, this important water-fowl resource 
has been diminished almost to the point of total elimination. 
This loss appear8 to be due not to a fewer number of water- 
fowl, but to a redistribution of existing population8 and 
fly-ways influenced by the habitat conditions created by 
the construction of the hydro projects. This condition 
seems particularly affect& by the John Day and McNary pool 
areas. Water-fowl concentrations behind these pool8 have 
becope so great as tc actually cause agricultural damage 
and disease related problem. This fact has been well 
documented in recent years by a cooperative study team 
consisting of biOhgiBt8 from Oregon, Washington, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serrrice. This study re8ulted.b 
recently published corrective master plan entitled Columbia 
Basin Water-Fowl Redistribution. The Yakima Indian Nation8 
concern8 for the 1088 of the water-fowl fly-way through the 
Yakima drainage as result of the creation of the mid-Columbia 
pools are enhanced and supported by this document. This 
loss has lead to severely reduced income to the tribe and 
a reduced seasonal food 8ource for tribal maaber8. 

2. Direct Loss of Water-Pow1 NeBting and Brooding Habitats 

Nesting water-fowl populations along the Columbia River 
main stem were historically utilized by Yakima Indian people 
as a source of food, ceremonial artifacts, and clothing 
(collection of down). Inundation of raid-river gravel bars 
and islands has long been recognized as the primary reason 
for the decline of these main stem water-fowl populations. 
This loss has never been properly mitigated with respect 
to the Yakima Indian Nation. 

'3. Direct Loss of Deer Habitat 

'Riparian growth on both inundated iBland and 8horelinea 
along the historical course of the Columbian River Provided 
habitat for black-tail deer 8nd Columbian white-tail deer. 
The blumbia River breaks provided important wintering 
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Page 3 
Hr. Richard Cfger 
Wovmber 22, 1983 

3. Direct Loss of Deer Eabitat (c0nt.L 

ranges for migratory mule doer. These deer. population8 
a88OCiAted with the Columbia main stem provided 8n important 
l OUrce Of l UbBiBtAXkC8 food for tribal my%. Construction 
of the hydra-electric projects and resultant inundation 
has destroyed the habitat8 for moat of these deer populations. 
A88ociated development has lessened the use of the Cohmbia 
River brakes as winter range habitat. This I;088 was never 
mitigated in the origiaal tribal-federal negotiations. 

4. Loss of Native Upland G8me Bird Habitat 

The pradostinant native upland gama birds in this area were 
sharp tailed grouse and the sage grouse. The impact of 
the hydro projects and any a88OCiated 1088 of habitat for 
these species has never been properly investigated. Both 
of these species are nearly extirpated frm the mid-Colmbia 
area and both spacier providad an important source of food 
for tribal members. The relationship of the decline of 
these species with the construction of the hydra projects 
has never been properly evalwted and hence has never been 
subject to mitigation procedures. 

These four points represents specific concern8 the Yakima Indian 
Nation relative to wildlife loa~r following the construction of 
the aforementioned hydro project%. TheBe 1088e8 were never identified 
and hence never mitigated in the original federal-tribal negotiations. 
I feel this represents a very gocd starting point in any future 
mitigative efforts and hope that you will consider these concerns 
within the context of your report. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me for any further elaboration or discussion concerning these 
wildlife lO8888. 

Sincerely, 
- ,.' 

Willim P. Bradleg, 
Director, Wildlife 
Yakima Indian Nation 

cc: Nortbweit Power Planning Countil - 
Portland ) Oregon 

Corps of Engineer8 
Portland, Oregon 
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APPUDIX Dt WITI:oATIOW 11STRUIUITS 

General Plan for the Use of Lands, John Day Lock and 
Dar Project, for Wildlife Conservation and Management. 

Department of the Army Liceme for Ffnh and Wildlife 
Purpose8 on the Willow Creek Ara, John Day Lock and Dar 
Project (Lake Uratilla), Oregon. Uo. DACW57-3-72-29. 

Department of the Army Liceme for Fi8h and Wildlife 
Purpo8es on the Irrigon Site, John Day Lock and Dam 
Project (Lake Umatilla), Oregon. No. DACW66-3-72-40. 

Department of the Army Supplemental Agreement No. 1 to 
Department of the Army Liceme No. DACWCB-3-72-40 for 
Fish and Wildlife Purposes on the Irrigon Site, John 
Day Lock and Dam (Lake Uratilla), Oregon. 

. . 
Department of the Army Supplemental Agreerent No. 2 to 

Department of the Arry Liceme No. DACW68-3-72-40 for 
Fish and Wildlife Purposes on the Irrigon Site, John 
Day Lock and Dar (Lake Umatilla), Oregon. 
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for tba 
the of Lands 

JON4 DAY LXE AZD MLf PROJZCT 
for 

WLDLIFr5 CWSZ?.VATIQ! MD IWL4CZEBT 

UHEWbS the Unftcd Stat es has acquired title to certain lands of 

the John Day Lock aad Dam Projeer, Oregos and Uashiagtm, pursuant to 

tire Flood Control Act of 1953 ik occprdanco with rccoaarndItion6 PUG 

lfshcd L., House Docunrnt 531, Clst Congress, 2ad Session, aad the Rivet 

and HarEor Act 02 1955 in occordaut tith recozwdatfons published ir 

Scr:a&c Docuneat 110. 28, 89th Congress, lrt Scstfou, @%d 

UHEI!!’ the Corps of E~iaaars of the United States Department 

of tZc Army is charged with the responsibility of operating l :rd ~rkw 

tainlq said Project, and 

UHWti the Act ‘of Auzus: 12. 10% (72’ Stat. 563: 15 U.S.C. 231 

et req.), directs Ia part in Section 2 thereof that thcncvcr tirg-_ur_tcrt 

of any strarrn or other body of water ire &qmndtd diverted, the chmncl ---ear .. 

deepened or othwwfse costrolled or mdffitd for eey purpose daotcvcr, --- - .._ . . 

lncludfng r.avlS?tior. uld drainage, 
., --. ty my dopattaant or aqcxy of the 

United Stctes, adaquttt provfsions consistent with the primtry purpemo 

of such iapumdn:ex s a divcrtio~s or ochcr.corrtro~ shell be medc for the 

. 

use thereof, together with my areas of land, or iritcr’cst tharcia, 
. . 

l qufrsd w l dmfnlstercd in connection thcrcui~th, ,for the comcwetion, 
..wm . 

nnintcnraca, 8c.d manrgc@ant of wildlife, resoxces thcF?Of, end fkr 

habitat thereon, md . :. .- : : ‘. .; . . . . . . .- ‘7 
.!. : 

L-r 
r-b . . . i 
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- WHERE&S said Section 3 of a8id Act of Au&uat 12, 19%. furtboi . . 

p-id=; in part that such water l hd.'atbdx$ fateteats l b8Zl be made 
* . . 

- 

8v8ilable to the Swtct’rrv of the Interior If they bow p8rtfcul8z. 

due ia tarrying out the national migratory bird manamnt or-, and * 

WERMS other lands and waters outside the ‘boundary of tbr ueter- 

foul m8n8geamnt area deaf.gnatcd is ~!bcbfidt "A" not of value to the 

migratory bird propam may be of v8luc for other forma of flab l d 
_. .- 

ulldlift -Alch are nanaged by the State ~~srrin such interesta lit, aad -m- 

Vii= Section 4 of the Act of August 12, 1956, provides ti put 

that aucb ucaa aa are lude 8vallrble for vlldlifc conranratlon aad 

W8gtmcnt ir. carrying out the national mlgrctory bird maaagemcnt pro- 

$r- l Ia811 bc 8dminlatcred directly ok under cooperative l grccmsnt with , 

Pedcr81, State, end public or private l gc~cica, and 
. 

WHWS the fact*trry of the htcrior finds that certafir 1rnOs and 

wter ire&a of the John Day Lock md Dam Project, Oregon a& W8.shLngtonm, 

hmm, part icutar value Lrr tba national tip&tory bird management pr”o3rts, 

. and that ccrtatn F&era1 lands should be reserved to the Gwcrnmat for 

aucb program, sad 

WHS! the Secretary of the Interior ad tbc Game Coazniaaiob of 

the State of Oregon find that cczk 1-d and water areas of the John 

Day Lock and 08s project located kr the State of Crcgon arc not of 

. 
.- - *e-s, 

p8rtlcular yalur in the rutlonal atfgratory bird management program, -I- 
ht do be considerable value in cenacrvation ad'managemnt of fish 

end vlldlifr reso~rcca of the State of Orcgtin, 

. * . . %r 
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Lc. 
. ’ #W, TlUltt’FORS, m SZCRtiARY OF TitE ARM, ‘& SZCRZTARY OF IliE 

I@WERIGR, and rho STATE OF WASHINCTGH DZPADTZZ OP FISH&RIEiS Aii 

COMISSSO~I; DO HXREX APPROVE as a CgDERAL PUN aad agree that : ’ 

1. Those lands acquired l peciflcaliy for wildlife uses ln l trord- 
sm.-.- 

anec with the River and Harbor Act of 2965 bc tranafcrrcd to tb.Qrc*u --- .- 

of Sport’ Fiahcrfca and Wildlife of *he 0. S. Fish and ttlldllfc ScnrScc 

for ma~agcment . Tbcac lands arc about fn solid color on Exhibit “A.” 

2. Those lands and water areas acquired for primary puipoacs of 

the project l ud found to have their grcatcrt conacrvation value in 

furtharlng the national migratory bird management program will be mcdc 

available ty cooperative l grttmtnt to the Bureau of Sport Fiahtrict and 

Wildlife of the U. S. Fish aad Wlldllfc Service for l dminlatratim snd - -. 
managtment. The liulta of there areas ~111 bt tartntfally as l hom 

. cross-hatched tn color on Exhibit “A.” ’ . 

3. ThoFe lands and water areas located in the State of Oregon 

. acquired far primary purposes of tba pro:cct and found to have thalr . --- --- 

~rcatcs: constrvatloa value in the Conservation and management ol’ the 
-- 

fish aud wildlife resources of the State of Oreson vi11 be mtdc avail- 

able under litcnra l gretmmt to tho Gaat Ccxsiasion of the State of .- -- - ..- -- -- 

Oregon for managcmaat and administration. The lidts of there areas 

will be cs~tntlally as l hom hatched in eoldr on Exh;‘utt “A.” 

4. It nay becoos dolrablc in the future to raodlfy this plm or -e-m a. .--e.. - _-.- --- -_.- --.- -. .- ---- -- 

the cooperative l ~rcencnt l nd!or lbtnrcs provltcd for hcrcin to include . ---.-w-r-. ..-e.. -. :- -- . _.. 

l ddltlonal project lands not herein dctcrl~td or to exclude lands no .- 
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. &- ,. 
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. . lot& tb8terray 0r u8ed far the cwerv8tlon ~2 v;:idufc, flrh, and 
-. 

s-. s?m be 
. . . -’ . 

8CCwp lirhcd ty mu&a; dctcrainrtfon &d~ag&at~t of District ?h~ inccr, . 

Cord8 of Znginccrr; Regional Director, Butaiu of Sport Firhcriir Uri 

Wildlife; A& the rtpre8cat8tivcr of the putieulu 8t8te in which raid - -. -.. . 

l ddftional or excluded areas may be located. -. 

5. Thir Ccncral Plan &rem+ 8hall bttomt effective upm the 

date 6f it8 execution by all parties hereto; hotaver, the rdject hnd m 

rhall not be &red and/or occupied pursuant to this Cenu81 Plan Agree- 

ocnt until the trurrfrr of 8dminirtr8tion, lIceuse, or cooperative 

6grttmmt referred to tbovt ha8 been granted by tht Stcrctay of the 

Anay* . 

M WITtESS. IlHlSZOF, the ptrtLtr hereto have executed thir General 

P18n AgrttrPcnt 8s of the dttt and yau iniXc8ttd. 

. 

Secretary of the Interior 

. 
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THE SECRETARY OF THE AMY, tier authority of 
Coordination Act, as amended (48 Stat. 401; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq) and the 
Act of Congress approved 22 December 1944, as amnded (76 Stat. ll95; 16 
U.S.C. 460d), hereby grants to the Oregon State Game Caunission, there- 
after referred to as the licensee, a license for a period of Twenv-Five 
(25) years comencing on 1August 1971 and ending an 31 July 1996, to 
use and occupy approximately 646,acns of land and water.ortas under the 
jurisdiction of the Department of the m in the John Day Lock and Dam 
Project (Lake Umatilla), Oregon, as shmm in red and blue respectively on 
Exhibit 'A" dated 7 June 1971, attached hereto and mule a part hereof, fqr 
Fish and Wildlife conservation, devel9paent cind m-t purposes. . 

IRIS LICENSE is grantedsubject b the followingconditions: 

1. That the licensee, in the exercise of the privileges hereby 
granted, shall conform to such,mleS and regulations gs amy bt prtscribtd 
by the Secretary of the Army to govern the public use of the said project 
area,andwiththeprovisions ofSection oftheAct oftigress ippproved 
22 Dtctmbe~ 1944, as aamded (76 Stat. 1193; 16 U.S.C. 46Odj. 

2. That the licensee may cwtzuct upan kid land such buildings, 
improvesacnts, facilities, acctitions, fences, signs and other stmctures 
as may be necessary for the puxposes of this license, and may plant seeds, 
shnlbsandtrces,pTovidedthatal.lsu&s- shall be ctmstnacttd 
andthelandscapingaccolnplished in occordancewith plans approvedby the 
District Engineer, U. S. Army Corps of Engineers,, in charge of the adminis- 
tration of the property. 

3. That the licensee shalladministerandmaintainthe saidproperty, 
for thf purposes of this lift, in accordance with the master plan for 
the sad project ama and wah m annual nuanagmt program to by nutwlly 
agreed upm bttwttn the licensee and tbc said Disfrict Engineer, which may 
be amended frontthe to time asmaybenectssary. ~ucbamualnwagemat 
program shall include, but is not limited to, the following: 
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Plans for managemnt and develap;mt activities to be under- 
taken by tk licensee or jointly by the Corps of Engineem md the licensee. 

*_ :- 4,; +..j+ :‘+:gj 
b. Budget of the licensee form out the nmagemntmd de- 

velapmcnt activities. 

C. Personnel to be used in the manageamt of the area. 

d. Plans forsupenrisi&,patmllingandpolicingthe licensed 
areas, including thewater areas. 

. 
4. That the licensee shallprotect thepmperty fran fire, vandalism 

andsoil erosion,andmaymkt andenfoxesuchrules andregulations as 
arenecessary,andwithinits legal authority, inexercising theprivileges 
granted in this license,provided thatsutinales and regulations arenot 
inccns~tcntwiththosephscribedbytheSecre~of~~to govern 
the pMic use of the area. 

5. Thatthelicensee,inexercisingits govemmntalorpropI5et8uy 
functions, may plant and hanmt mops, either directly m by setice 
~tracsorMdersharecropaOreemenuwithlocalf~~,toprovi&: 
(a) food for wildlife ami (b) necessary wtian to frrrnrers Mr my 

AlWCl-Op ogreemcnt. Recognizingthatapoorcmpseasonmayresultino 
~offoodforwildlifeina~~funaryuu,theli~~willbt 
allowedtoprovide a masonable surplus uhichwillbe held in resem 
againstafuavtpoorcrops~anor~bedispotedofbythestoteond 
theproceedsfrarPthesalehcldinrrsennag9insta~~~poarcrop 
seasan. Inanyevent,thelands willnotbeuse4ibytheState for the 
production of craps or my0therpurPose solelytoproducerevenue to 
defray costs of msnagesmt of the wildlife ma. Lands within the '- 
licensed area, available for lease for agricultural oregrazing plxposes, 
will be leased by the District Engineer. Monies collected by the State 
andnot used to provide food forwildlife in apoorcrop season shall-be 
paid to the District Engineer at five-year intervals. The licame ~11 
establish andmaintain adequate records and 8ccamts and TendeT periodic 
statements of receipts andapenditures in furthemce of its wildlife 
fee+qprogfPm,mmyherequiredbysaidIWri+ngimer.T& 
Dbbztsganeer shall have the raght to perfom audits of the licensee's 

-tS. 

6. Thatthelicenseestaytake,nrp, remove; stock or otkndse 
control allfornrr off~hmdwildlifcwi~thtUid~,md~ 
pl8ce therein such dditional foms offishadUild&ife as itmsydesire 
f~tinctotime,~shPllhovethtrfOhttocloscthc~a!ormy 
parts themof from time to time, to fishing, laming or mpplng, pra- 
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vidtd that the closing of my Qlc8 to 
tr 

T fis 
ingshallbeconsistulttiththe 
and wildlife; also, the.licensW 

suchuse*fishing,hLmtingor- 
s 
a! 

&WS for&e protectionof 
S’ -mrfohcthefijhandgame- _ _ -_ _ - 

laws and suchorders and regulations asmaybe issuedbythe~~visionof 
Gamt and Fish, and/or its Director, &ich laus,orders andngulations 
are consistent with its state-wide program. 

7. That the water areas of the project shall be oPen to Public use 
generally, without charge, for boating, swinmdng, bathmg, fishing and 
other recreational purposes, and that ready access to and exit fran su31 
water areas along the shores of the project shall be maintained for general 
plblicuse,whensuchuse is dettnninedbytheSecretaryofthe Annynot 
tube contrary to the public interest. However,nouseofanyareashall . 
be permitted which is inconsistent with the state laws for thr! protection 
of fish and game. 

8. That this license is subject to all existing and future casements, 
leases, licenses and pennits heretofore gmnted, or to be hereafter granted, 
by the united states ammmingsaidlands;prwidcd,hmJmm,thpt~ 
appropriate notification by the licame to said District Engineer, the 
United States, insofar as may be consistent with otkr uses and purposes. 
of the project, will not enter into any new easmts, leases, licenses 
orpennits,orrenewals thereof,whi&will,inthe opinimoftk 
District Engineer, adversely affect the amentoperationsofthelicensee 
under theprovisions ofthe license,orwhichwill amflictwiththt 
definitelyscheduledprogramofthe licensee fortheexpansimofits . 
activities under the pmvisians of this license. 

9. Thatthtlicekefumishes~ap8rtofthiswntTactm 
assurance (Exhibit B) thathewill canplywithTitleVI ofthc Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 241) and apartment of Defense Directive 5500.11 
issued pursuant thereto and published in Part 300 of Title 32, Code of 
FederalRegulations. 

10. Thatnocutsorfillsslosrgtht~~linesballbe~bythc 
licenstewithoutprior approvalofthe saidDistrictEngineer. 

. 

ll. That,wi&inthe limits oftheirmspectivelegalpmers,the 
parties to this license shall protect the project against pollution of its 
water. The licensee shallcaq~ypromptlywithmxyregulations, conditions 
or instnrctims affecting the actitityherebyautiruizedifanduhen 
issued by the Envirmwntal Protection Agency and/ar a state water pollution 
control agency having jurisdictim to abate or prevent uate~ pollution. 
Such regulations, conditions, 0~ instructids in effect 0~ prescribed by 
the Environmental Protection Agency or state agtnq are btreby made 8 
conditim of this license. 

12. That ingress to and egress fmn the project area shall be afforded 
the licensee- over existing access roads, such intekior roads as may be 
constnxted, and at such additional places over Goverrmmt-cmed land as 
may be approved by said District Engineer. The licensee shall provide 
appropriate markings at its own expense. 
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l3: That the rightisherebyuqresslynsenmito themitedStPtCt, 
its officers, agents and employees, to enter upon the said land and water 
ah~,Et951Y~mdformyprrpose~orumraaiantin~- 
tianuithriver andharbor and flood&~t~fmrk,madtommove thercfran 
timber or other material, required or necessary for such work; to flood 
saidp ~swhenaectstary,ond/orto~~otherlrseofspidland 
as may be necessary in connection with public navigation mid fbod control, 
mdthelicmseoshallhavenoc~fordamaecsofPny~crcn 
Egg thereof against the United States or any agent, offreer or employee 

. l 

14. That~propertyofthe~tcdStst~~Ordt5t~by 
the licensee incident to the exercise of the privileges herein granted 
shall be pranptly repaired or replaced by the licame to the satisfaction 
of the said District Engineer. 

15. That the United States shall not be responsible for damages to 
property or injuries to persms which may arise fmn, or be incident to, 
the exercise of the privileges herein granted, or for dmages to the 
property of the liceWee, or for damages to the property or injuries to 
the person of the licensee’s officers, agents, sewants or employees? 
or others t&o may be on said premises at tkir invitation or tk invitation 
of any one of them, arising from or incident to the flooding of said 
premises by the Governmnt or flooding from any other cause, or arising 
fran or incident to my other govemmcntal actitities m tk said premises, 
and the licensee shall hold W United States hamless fmn any and all 
such claims, except as licensee is prevented therefrczu by Article XI, Section 
7 of the Ckegon Constitution. . 

16. Thatthislicauemayberelinquishedbythelicwseeatany 
time by giving to the Semetaxy of the Any, thmu& the said District Engineer, 
at -least +irty (30) days notice in writing. 

17. That this license may be revoked by the Secretary of the Army 
in the event the licensee violates any of the tenus and conditims of 
this license and contbues and persists the&n for a period of thirty 
(30) days after notice thereof, in writing, by the said District Engineer. 

lg. That m or before the date of acpiration'of this lime or its 
relinquishmnt by the licame, the licensee shall vacate the said 
Gov-nt prauises, rumve all property ofthelicaWe~theref~,ad~~- 
store thepremises to acmditi~satisfactoryto~~~sct~r. 
If, howwar, this license is revmked, the licaksee 
tht premises, resow saidpropertytheref~,andrcstohtheprunises 
as aforesaid within such tint as the Secrecy of the .4rrpy my designate. 

. 

. 

4 

c-40 



In either event, if the licensee shall T&i1 or neglect to rarme said 
property and so retore the premises, than said properry shall becane 
the property of the United States, without caupensation therefor, and 
no claim for damages against the United States, or iti officers or 
agents, shall be created by or made on account thereof. 

of T;z&WEREOF I ly hereuntb set my hand ‘this 1 rP day 
193%, by direction of the Assistant Secretary 

of the A~J. 

: 

The abcnte instnment, together with 
thereof, is hereby accepted this 7& 

A$md&lJor vprrty 

the provisions and conditions 
aar of &ri*ry 8 197 ‘t- 

I 

. 

. 

. . 

. 
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THE SECRETARY O? TIE ARMY, under 8uthority.of the Pirh 8nd Wildlife 
Coordixution Act, 8s 8mended (48 Sut. 401, 16 US .C. 661 .et req) aad 

the Act of Congress 8pprked 22 Dumber 1944, 81 8mended (76 Sut. 119s; 
16 U.S.C. 46Od), hereby grant8 to the Oregon State Cam Mmiou, there- 
8fter referred to 88 the licensee, 8 liieabe for 8 period of tuenty- 
five (2s) ye8r8 commencing on date of execution, to use and occupy 8pproxi- 
xxbately SOS 8crea of lud 8nd water 8re88 under the juri8- 
diction of the Dep8rtmeat of the Amy fir, the John Day lack and Dam Projeep 
(lake Um8till8), Oregon, 8s outlined in red on Exhibit “A”, 8tt8ched hereto 
l d nvde 8 p8rt hereof, for Fish 8nd Uildlifc couemmtion, developmt 
8nd mumgament purposea. 

TEPS LIC&!?SE is granted subject to the folloving conditions: 

1. d8t the licensee, in the 'exerci8e of the privilege8 hereby gr8nted, 
ah811 COnfOm t0 8uch rule8 8nd tr&At%OrbS 88 m8y k,pre8cr$bed by the 
Secreury of the Amay to govern the public uu of the uid project 8re8, 
8nd vfth the provirious of Sectfon 4 of the Act of Congrerr 8pproved 
22 December 1966, 88 &ended (76 Sut. 1199; 16 U.S.C. 46Od). 

2. Th8t the licensee m8y constnrct upon 88id 18nd such buildings, imprOVe- 
ment8, f8cilitle8, 8ccomod8tion8, feace8, rfgn8 md otherrtrueturer 
88 m8y be necea88ry for the purporer of thi8 licensr, and m8f plant reed8, 
shrubs and tram, provided tlut 811 such structures stmll be constructed 

8nd tha 18adscrping rccamplirhed in 8ccord8ace with pl8ns 8pproved by the 
District Engineer, U. S. Army Corps of Engineer8, in &urge of the 8dminir- 
tration of the property. 

3. Th8t' the license8 rh811 8dminister 8ndm8int8in the 88id property, 
for the purposes of thi8 license, in accordance with the mater plan for 
the 88id project 8ru and with 8x1 8nnu81 mugamut progrsm to be mutu8lly 
8greed upon between the licensee 8nd.the 88id District Engheer, which uy 
be rrscnded'fromtims totbe uybe riece888ry. Suchuuuml.muugment 
progrm rhll include, but is not limited to, the following: 

8; Pl8ns for mnr~t rod develppnt 8CtiVitiU t0 be under- 

t8kea by the li-• or jointly by the Cor@r of EngIneeri 8nd the liceoree. 

b. Budget of the licensee for c8rrylng out the mmagemeat 8nd 
development utittitiu. , 

c-44 . 



4 : 

-. l 

1. 

. . . . . 2 
.1. 

. . . . . . . . . l c. Personnel to be used in the mm8gemeat of th8 8ru. 
::..*i.v:i. 

----------’ . l . . . . . . . . 
“x?j” I 

d. Pl8ar for l upervi8iag, p8trOlling 8nd policing the llcemed 

. . .-A 
- py, 

“I. 
.-.t::: . . . . . . 

1’. .I;. 
“.- 
..-.. 
..-.... .._... . 

. --.... 
_..-. . . . . . . . ..-.. -... . . . . . L.&.‘.?-’ .-. 

* 8rU8, including the wrfcr 8re88. 

4. Th8t the 1iCenSee ah811 protect the pto~rty b fire, vU8d8lim 
8nd soil erosiOn, 8nd m8y m8ke 8ad enforce much ruler and ttgul8tiom8 8s 
8TC neCC888ry, 8ad vithin its leg81 8uthority, in exerci8$ag the privilegc8 
grcmted $a this l$ceaac, provided that 8uch rule8 md re@atioru are not 
incon8$8tcnt pith those prcacribtd by the Secretmy of the Amy to pvera 
the public use of the rta8. 

S. Th8t the ~~cea#ct, in extrci8iag its goverxmeaul or proprietiry 
fuaCtiOa8, My pl8Uc 8nd h8tveSt CmpS, either directly or by rervice 

. . . . is;. 
. . . . . . m: . . -.-....;.c “..... . . . ..- . . . . . . . . . . . -...... - . . . . i::::.. "..".. . . . :::::... me.-. . . . . . . . . . . . . . -..... -.. . . . . :*::::I . . . ..- . . . ..a . ...". ::-A-.s . .- ;.% .-.. . . . . . . . . . . ..m.-.. _..".. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :-.::'.'.Y‘ . . . . 

contr8ct or under l h8recrop rgreanenfr with 10~81 falwtl, to provide: 
(8) food for vildlife rod (b) nece888ry compea88tioa to f8rmrt under 8ny 
l h8rurop 8greanenf. Recogairiag th8t 8 poor crop seemon my result in 8 

.,..,: ..,:. . 

l8ck of food for vildlife in a given future year, the licensee will be 
8lloved to provide a ruron8blc 8urplu8 vhich vi11 b8 held in reacrV8 
8gaiaSt a future poor crop Se880U or aBy be d$rpored of by the St8te 8ad 

‘ .:‘: . . . 
ii .::: . . . . ,.. ;:..::: . . :. . . .::-. . . . . . .-.... . . . . . . . i:::::. . . . 2-A' -._... . . . . . 

the procttda from the male held in reserve 8gaintc 8 future poor crop 
::l.' .;, . . . . . . . . . . 

In my event, the 18ndS ~$11 aof be ueed by the St8te for the 
A....: 

Se88On. . . . _ ,.,.,. . . . . . . . . . . . 
production of crops or 8ny other purpose 8olely to producr reveaue fo . . ...". -z::::: . . . . . 
defray coats of mn8gemeat of the vildlife 8ra8. Uadr within the :.....:. . . . . 
licen8ed Sre8, 8V8il8blt for le88e for l gr'icultunl Or gre+$ag pWpOSe8, '... '. . . . . . 
vi11 be le88ed by the Di8trict Engiaecr. Hoales collected by the Stat 

. 8nd not used fo provide food for vildlife in 8 poor crop l e88Oa Sh811 b8 
paid to the District Eagiaeer 8t five-ye8r intends. The liceuu vi11 
eStSbli#h 8nd Mint&in 8dequ8tt record8 8nd 8ccouat8 &nd render periodic 
rt8tements of receipts 8nd expenditures in furthermce of its vildlife 
feeding progmm, am mry be required by 88id Di8trict Engineer. The 
District Engineer ah811 h8ve the right to ptrfonn 8uditr of the 1iceu8ee'a 
records 8nd 8ccouat8. 

6. Th8t the licen8et mry t8ke, fr8p, remove, stock or OtherWiSe Control 

::;ii:. ..“.... 
:.I:.' --.... . . . :I-.:". . . . . . . . . it::;:: .-.. 
f:c, 
r&I.; 
t':...:. . . . . . . 
;.::, ': . . . . ._... ;I :.;. 
Lb.?. e.... 8::'. -..... . I::- .: "..... . ice:, ;. 

811 forms of fish 8nd wildlife vithin the 88id 8re8, 8nd my pkce there$n 
much 8dditional forms of fish 8nd wildlife 88 it my desire froln tint8 eo 
time, 8nd #hall h8Vt the right t0 clO8e Che 8r88, or 8ny $78rtS thereof 
from timt to tim, to fishing, hunting or tr8ppiag,.provided tbt the 
closing of 8ny ire8 to much use for fishing, hunting 0~. tt8ppiag shell 
bt consistent vith the l t8fe 18~8 for the prOfeCt$w of firh 8pd wildlife; 
81~0, the l$ctnrct ah811 tnforct the fish 8ad g8me lwa rod much orders 

. 1::. . . . . . . . :. '.' . . . . 
::... .‘I. ;::; ': . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,. .,. . . . . . . . . . >z;.;.y . . . . . .--..-- . . 
. 

8nd regul8tioas 88 m8y be issued by th8 Division of 68m8 8bd Fish, 8nd/or 
. . . . 

it8 Director, which 18WS, orders 8nd re@Al8tiOat 8= COXUiStemt Vith it8 .; ._' ',',', 
#t8te-wide program. 

;....:. 
7. That the water. 8re8s of the project shall be open to publh u8e 

,.... :,:.::. _.."... . . . . . . . . 
generally, v%hout clmrge, for borting, rwilzEaag, bathing, fishing rad iii:: . . . . . . . . . . :..... & 

Ty.!, ‘, : >;;;A . . . . . . “... 8.: . . . . . . 
2 

. . t.: ” . . . . . 
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. e other rccrkstioael purposes, mad that reedy sccess to aad exit from such 
. “v&tar l rus sloag the shores of the project shll be uiauiaed for geaenl . 

l ’ public use, when such use is detemined by the Secretery of the Amy not 
* to be coatrery to the public Saterest. Rovever, no use of my l ree shell 

be permitted which is iacoasisteat vith the stete 18w for the protection 
of fish end w. -_ ,.. I . *,; .i ::h 

. . 

8. Thet this license Ss subject to 811 existing 8ad future eesasents. 
le8ses, licaasrs 8nd pemsits heretOfore greated, or to be herufttr greated, 
by the United Stetcs coaceraiag acid leads; provided, hovwer, that upoa 
8ppropri8te notific8tioa by the licensee to s8id District Eagiaeer, the 
United States, iasof8r 8s msy be consistent vith other uses and purposes 
of the project, will not eater into any mev euemeats, luses, liceasrs 
or permits, or reaew8ls thereof, vhich till, in the opinion of the 
District Engineer, l dversely 8ffect the current operationa of tbc limasee. 
under the prwisions of the license, or vhich vi11 conflict with the 
definitely scheduled program of the liceasee for the exp8asioa of its 
8ctivities under the provisions of this liceasa. 

9. Th8t the licensee sh811 not discrimirute 8minst 8ny person or persons 
beceusc of race, creed, color or astionel origin in the conduct of its . 
oper8tioas hereunder. 

10. Thet no cuts or fills 8long the shore line sh811 be msde by the 
licensee vithout the prior 8pprov81 of the seid District Eagbeer. 

11. That, within the limits of their respective legal povers, the parties. 
to the license sh811 protect the project against pollution of its wter. 
The liceasee shall comply promptly vith 8ny regul8tioas, conditiona or 
instructions 8ffecting the 8ctfvity hereby 8uthorixed if end uhea issued 
by the Enviromsent81 Protection Agency 8ad/or + stete water pollution 
control 8gency h8viag jurisdiction to 8bte or prevent v8ter pollution. 
Such regul8tions, conditions, or iastructioas in effect or prescribed 
by the gnvirorssent81 Protection Agency or stete l gency 8re hereby made l 

condition of this licease. 

12. Th8t ingress to and egress from the project eru sh811 be afforded 
the licensee over existing 8ccess ro8ds, such interior ro8ds .88 uy be 
constructed, end 8t such 8dditioa81 plsces over Govenment -ovaed lrad 8s 
may be approved by s8id District Eagiaeer. The liceasee shll provide 
8ppropri8te markings et its ova l xpease. 

13. Thet the right is hereby expressly resemmd to the United States, 
its officers, l gents end employees, to eater upon the uid lead end water 
srus, rt cay time end for l ay purpose ucessuy or convenient in coaau- 
tioa tith river end harbor 8ad flood control vork, .8d to roove therefrar 
timber, or other material, required or neceruq for such work; to flood 
mid praaises vhrn nectsssry, end/or to make eny other use of said lead 

. . . . . ..-::::: . . . . . . . 
>;:;.:.:::‘8 

. . . . . . . . . 

-.:-.-.t::: 
.“.“.. 
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*a . 
- ;a msy be necessary in connection with public a8vfg8tioa &ad flood control; . 

. 
. ,aad the liceasee ah811 h8ve no cl8is1 for damages of cay cbanctef on . * 

Ls 8ccouat thereof 8g8iast the United St&ten or 8ny &gent, officer or eaployu 
* thereof. 

14. Th8t 8ay property of the United St&ten d8mged or destroyed by the 

licensee incident to the exercise of the privileges berein grated ah811 be 
promptly rap&tied or repl8ced by the licensee to the s8tisf8ctioa of zhe 
s&id District Eagiaeer. 

15. That the United St&ten ah811 dot be respoasible for d8msges to 
property or infuries to persons which msy &rise from, or.be iacideat to, 
the exercise of the privileges herein greated, or for Ages to'the 
property of the licensee, or for d8assges to the property or injuries to 
the person of the licensee's officers, sgeats, serveats or employees, 
or others who msy bs on s&id premises 8t their iavit8tion or the invit8tioa 
of iny oae of than, 8rising from or iacideat to the flooding of s&id 
premises by the Coverument or flooding from 8ny other c&use, or arising 
from or incident to 8x1~ other govemnent8l sctivities on the s&id prasises, 
&ad the licensee shsll hold the United St&ten b8raless from 8ny 8ld 811 
such cl8ims, except 8s licensee is prevented therefrom by Article XI, 
Section 7 of the Oregon constitution. 

16. That this license msy bs reliaquished by the licensee 8t l ny time 
by giving to the Secreury of the Ansy, throu& the s&id District ELllpiaeeic, 

. 8t le8se thirty (30) d8ys' notice in writing. 

17. Th8t this licease msy be revoked by the Secretary of the Axmy %a 
the event the licensee violates 8ay of the temss &ad corditioas of this 
licease &ad contiaues and persists therein for s period of thirty (30) 
days after notice thereof, in writing, by the s&id District Eagiaeer. 

18. Th8t on or before the d8te of expir8tion of this licease or it8 
reliaquiskseat by the liceasee, the liceasee ah811 v&ate the s&id 
Goverameat premises, remove 811 property of the licensee thereftar, &ad 
restore the premises to 8 condition s8tfsf8ctory to the s&id District 
Engineer. If, however, this license is revoked, the licensee ah811 
v&c&te the pranis~s, rmove arid property therefrom, 8nd restor& the 
premises 8s &fOreS&id within such time 8s the Secretery of the Army msy 
deSign&te. In either event, if the licensee ah811 f8iJ or aeglect to 

remove s&id property &ad so reStOre the pra8fU8, thea said property 
8h8ll become the property of the United St&ten, vlthout compens8tioa 
tbrrefor, 8d no c18im for d8mges rgeinst the United States, or its 
officers or &gents, alall be cre8ted by or cede oa ucouat thereof. 

4 
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. I 19. The liceasu sbsll usums respoasibility for 8ay mosquito 8bet-t 
.- ' &nd/or control progrma th8t m8y be required for the premises. 

' IN WITNESS UgEgEOF I h&W hereunto set my*had this y‘ 
1971, by direction of the bSiSt&at Secretemf &e 

The 8bove instrument, together with the prwisioas &ad condition8 thereof, ’ 
is hereby l ccepted this a+- d&y of /vorm$'rr 1971. 

STATE OF OREGON , 1 
. . 1 es 

cciulaty of Multnd 1 

. On this date of m&h- l SW 3971, personally 
qpearedthe Uoven~d MCKEAN kaown h = to be the 
Director of the Oregaa Stats &Conm&ion,who~e~~ked the 
foregoing inrtrunma t arid l dcacrwlmdged the said iastrumnt to be 
free andpolmtrry act of theState of Oregon acting by md through 
it8 Gum coxmissioa. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I ham hereunto sat my hurd and 
affixed my official serl. 

, 

5 
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* . STATE OFVIRGINIA ) 
1 ss 

courmoFAuINcroN ) 

NMIWJB *c A.D. 19z 

Personally appeared . say B. Myers vho, being duly 

#vorn, did say that he is the identical person who mbscrtbed his nsms 

to the forego&q iastmmsat in the 

llrsfstmt Secretsry of the Army u 

Before me: 

ceprcfty at&ted by direction of the. 

the ect and deed of th United St&es. 

Arlhgtoa co&y, v1rgkrt*’ 

. 
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mxsmPPrmmtmu~ m8de8udaturedaoby8ndbeturmthe 

United Statm of Ametica, herelmafter called the %overzmentnl, and the 

st*tc of Oregon, 8cting by ad through iu St&e m comtuioa (uou 

Pirh and WlUlffe Department), hereiaafter tiled the nUce~eew, 

VLTNeSS Tam _ 
WEEEAS,onthe4thdayofTS~r l971,tbe perttirhereto entered 

into~Licennforqer%odmdis,3l4ovabr l996 coveLrrg WC of approx- 

smutely 505.0 acre., more or 1.u; of had and u8Qr ama WItMa the 

JohnDayT&uk8udD8m (kkcmBetill8),Oreguu?rojeet8r outliaod inred 
011 R&&bit ‘!A”, 8tt8&8d hereto kd Ud8 8 pert hereof, for Pi& 8nd 

.Hldlife con6Cnt8t%on, dmeloprant, 8nd metugaent purpore8; 8ud 

UBZBEhS, it L fmmd 8dvmt8geow and &a the bert interertr of the . 

Covermnent 8nd the Ucaplee to mad* uid License for the fo1lowiag reuoa: 
. . 

To bCOrpOr8t@ a 8ddfti@ad 434.7 -8, 0Dre 6r 1888, of 18nd 8nd 

veer Lnto the wer811 Licen8e 8re8 far the - of the Liceme. 
lsaw~~~~E?OR&tha uid Ucenw kberabymd%f%ed %a the folla 

p8rticul8rs. but ia ao otherr: 

8. Uae8 7 throu@a 11 of the GraatSug Qamme,pagt 1, 8re deleted 

amd the foIlwing ir intmted in lieu thereof: 

5etely 939.7 8cre8, more or lam, of l8nd ad ueter are80 uader 

the jUri8diCtiCWh of the De-t Of tb &!my in the Joha Dmy Iuck ad 

DemFroject (Lskemetllle),orqpu, emeatueedirrred8cdyelloWou 

E&ibitr “An and %“, nrpectfrr17, 8tt8cbad hereto 8ad mde 8 part hmreef, 

for ?imhandW&ldlife e~ermtibn,~~t,radamrg~tputporu." 

P 
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TmAmv8 n.Rnmma,tO~the ProriSiOUS 8dtOUditbW thereof, 

sderebyecceptedthfe~d8y0f , 1976. 
. 

. . . 



TRiIssuPPLmmTALAGREnlENT mede uad entered into by cad between tbc 

United St&tee of herice, hrrc%ncfter celled tbc *Goveramentn, 8nd the 

Stat of Oregon, 8cclng by and through its Sute C6~6 C6miSSiOm (Pgy 

Fish cmd Wildlife Dcpertmcat), hereimfter c8llcd the "Liccncec", 

uITNEssETH TUT: . . 

WHEREAS, on the 4th dcy of lbvcmbcr 1971, chc p8rtice hereto entered 

into l Uccnee for l p&Add ending 3 Novcmbcr 1996 cwcririg uec of cpprori- 

metcly 505.0 acres, more or lees, of land ad wter areu uithin the John 

Dey Lack end Dcm (L&c IktilW, OrcSon Project 8s outlined in red on 

hhibit "C-l", ctt8ched her&o uad mcde 8 pert hereof, for Fi8h cad Wildlife 

conecrvetlon, dcvelopmcnt, cmd 8eu~ewnt purposes; 8nd 

UEEREAS, on the 26th diy of Augwt 1977, the pcrtier bcreto executed 

Supplcmentel Agreement Ho. 1 edding l pproxhetcly 434.7 l cree, wre or lees, 

of lend end vetcr l reee into the overell liccaee l rcc for the reulndcr of 

the Liunrr 8s outlined in red on Exhibit "C-l 8nd C-2” 8ttechcd; md g 

IUWtUS, it ie found 8dVut8gwUS * ia the beet laterests of the 

Goverownt end the Licensee to modify u&d License for the following rueon: 

To iacorpor8tc 8n 8dditioncl 43.71 8crce. more or lees, of lend cad 

ueter into the overcll Llccnec ares for the remcinder of the Llceaee. 

c-53 



IKM THEREFORE, tb uid Licarec %e kr8by modified in tb6 folbwhg p8rticul8r6, 

but in no otbere: 

1. X&me 7 thrwh ll of tbc Grentirq Cbmc, pcge 1, l rc delctd aad tbc 

following 3.8 Anserted ia Ueu thereof: 

"utely 983.41 e&es, more or leaa , of lmad exul ueter l reee under the jurie- 

dietIon of the Deprrtmat of the Amy Aa th Job Day Lock aad DUD Rojcct 

(Take UmetilIe), Oregon, as outlined in red am Mbit "C-1" 8ad "C-2" l tt8chcd 

hereto end mede a pert hereof, for Piah cad Uildlifc corucn?8tbll. devclopmcat, 

8nd muegement purposes. * 

2. Allraeining terme and conditime of uldL%cemerrYinunchaaged. 

Chief, B88lht8teDivi8ion 
U.S. Army Eagiuer Dietrict, POrt18ad 

, THEABmIus~, togcthcr vlth tbe pmvirigae end coabditiome thereof, 

is hereby 8cceptd this -dL dey of Azt?4 ) 1981. 
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I. PROJRCT NAXS 
- .: 

McNary Lock end Dam, Leke Wellule, Oregon end Washington 

II. PROJlLCT OPSEATOR 

u. s. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Portland District 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

(8) Location end Size 

HcNary Der end Lock is locetad on the reineter Columbia River et 
river mile (RH) 292 in the counties of Umatille, Oregon and Ben- 
ton, Waehington 2.5 riles l 8et of the town of Uratille, Oregon. 
The dem is a concrete gravity structure 7,365 feet long and 
220 feet high. At normal pool the reservoir is l pproximetely 
36,600 surface acres and beck8 water 64 riles up the rainetem 
Columbid end 10 miles up the Snake River to Ice Harbor Dam 
forming Lake Wellula (Dugger, 1983). 

(b) Authorioed Purpo8e8 

The l uthorising document l tetee the l uthorieed purpoeee of the 
project are navigation, power development end irrigation. 

(cl Brief History 

McNery Dam is euthorited by Public L8w No. 14, 79th Congress, 

Piret Session, approved llarch 2, 1945. Construction began in 
1947 and the reservoir filled in 1953 to form Lake Wallula. Full 
power generetion begen in 1957. 

(d) Other Pertinent Oat8 

(1) Water Level Fluctuation 8nd Tiring 

The method of operetion is .run of the river. prirerily for power 
production with some controlled rpille for downetreem 6n8dtOmOUS 
fi8h paeeege. pool level fluctuation under norael operations 
veriee 5 feet ennuelly between 335 end 340 rel. (Leonerd, 1983). 

(2) Lend Ownership 

The U.S. Army Corpe of Engineers controls lend use on 9,995 acres 
above normal pool elevation (340 rel) end reguletee water 
controlled by the d8m (Bairn, 1983). L8nd uses include project 
operations, recre8tion 8nd fish end wildlife (USACE, 1976). 
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(3) Indian Rights 

Deer, waterfowl, upland game birds, and rabbits were used for 
ceremonial, subsistence, and other cultural purposes by Indian 
tribes of the area. Furbearers were harvested for economic gain. 

Indian concerns noted in past reports relate to the loss of 
fisheries and not wildlife. While past reports acknowledge 
attempts to mitigate for the loss of Indian fishing sites, it 
appears that wildlife losses to Indian tribes were never identi- 
fied and hence never ritigated in the orginal Federal-Tribal 
negotiationa. No formal agreements have been found between the 
United States and the Indians to mitigate for any wildlife habi- 
tat losses and associated wildlife population levels resulting 
from the construction of HcNary Lock and Dar. 

An inquiry was made to the Yakira Indian nation,. the Confederated 
Tribes of Warm Springs and Umatilla Indian Reservations, and the 
Ner Pierce Tribe to identify any mandates, agreerents, and 
concerns specifically related to the B&Nary Lock and Dam 
Project. The Yakiaa, Warm Springs, and Uratills Indians 
responded citing the 1855 treatier which protected their right to 

hunt, as well as fish off reservation. The Confedersted Tribes 
of the Uratilla Indian Reservation exercise this right subject 
only to restrictions imposed by the Tribal Fish and Wildlife 
Committee. Both the Yakira Nation and Umatilla Confederated 
Tribes have raintained that they have an inherent legs1 interest 
in the conservation and maintenance of optimum population levels 
of all wildlife resources in the rid-Columbia region. While no 
formal agreements have been found between the United States and 
the Indians to mitigate for wildlife habitat or wildlife popula- 
tion losses, the Tribes indicate that the omission of wildlife 
mitigation considerations from Federal-Tribal negotiations was 
inadvertant and representstive of a prior lack of awareness of 
wildlife needs by all parties (APPENDIX C). 

IV. WILDLIFE SPLCCIDS AND EABITAT ASSESSlENT 

(a) Pre-construction Period 

(1) Available Information' 

The development and management of recreation facilities by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers or by other governmental agencies, 
local groups, or individual8 under agreerent with the Chief of 
Engineers at Department of Army constructed reservoirs fr author- 
ited under Section 4 of the Flood Control Act approved December 
22, 1944 (P.L. 78-5341, as amended by Section 4 of the Flood 
Control Act approved September 3, 1954 (P.L. 63-7801, and by 
Section 207 of the Flood Control Act of 1962 (P.L. 87-874). 
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The early version of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
(FWCA) was passed Watch 10, 1934 (*S, Stat. 401). The firat 
legislative mandate was passed iri 'an amendment on Au.!$ust 14, 
1946, which required all hydroelectric project developer6 to 
consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and state conser- 
vation agencies prior to project development swith a view to 
preventing loss of and darige to wildlife resources.a Thir Act 
was n&red FWCA on August 12, 1958, at which tire an amendment was 
added stating that l wildlife conservation 8hall receive equal 
consideration and be coordinated with other features of water- 
resource development program6.m Land acquisition, project 
rodif ication, and/or modification of project operations were to 
be based on impact and ritigation reports by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and state agencies, and costs for these measures 
were to be made an integral part of project costs. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service report on the project (1952) 
primarily addressed the potential of the reservoir for fish and 
wildlife developments and recommended certain lands be developed 
for waterfowl with incidental benefits to other wildlife. The 
report did however discuss in general terra the value of the 
reservoir area for waterfowl and specifically identified 15 
islands with a rinirur of 174 nesting pairs of geese that would 
be lost. 

Other information includes aerial photos (Table 1) and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service's National Wetland Inventory maps. The 
wetland maps are overlays on U.S. Geologic Survey 1:24,000 scale 
quad8. They are available from the U.S. Fi8h and Wildlife 
Service Regional Office in Portland. 

(2) Conditions 

There was no comprehensive evaluation of wildlife populations or 
habitat prior to project construction. 

In lOSO, Hansen and Oliver (1951) surveyed Canada goose activity 
on 23 Colurbia River islands prior to formation of Lake Wallula. 
These researchers reported 47 ne6t6 on irlandr to be lost to 
inundation, and observed 174 nesting.pairs prior to construction 
of NcNary Dar (Washington Department of Game survey recordr). 
Primary nesting habitats identified on inundated islands were 
willow; dr$ftwood, debris, or bare groqnd; or Russian thistle. 
other nertin‘g habitat6 consisted of lupine, wheat bunchgrass, and 
giant ryegrair. The reminder of nest8 were located among 
various gtarr, @edge, cactus, 6hrub, and tree species. This 
study also identified great blue heron snd ring-billed gull rook- 
eries on some of the islands to be lost to inundation. 
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Table 1. Availability of CR Aerial Photography of the 
McNary Dam and Reservoir Are&l/ 

Number of Color or 
Pear Flights Black & White (BN) Scale 

1952 (Pre-Project)- 4 BW lt6,OOO 
19s3 1 BW lr6,OOO 
1959 1 BN Part 1:9,600 and 

Part 1:20,000 
1970 2 BN 1:20,000 
1973 1 BN lr24,OOO 
1976 1 BN 1~24,000 
1977 2 Color lt12,OOO 
1978 1 BW 1:12,000 
1981 1 BN 1:12,000 
1983 1 Color 1.:12,000 

11 There also were on the average about three flights per year 
from 1950 through 1963 providing partial coverage of the 
reservoir area. Numerous ground photos, both slides and 
prints from 1952 to the present, are available from the CB 
Walla Walla District photo lab. . 

Other than the Hansen and Oliver survey, there have been no known 
studies conducted to inventory pre-impoundment wildlife or habi- 
tat. However, it is likely that conditions were similar to those 
which currently exist on the.Ranford Reach and adjacent backwater 
areas. 

(b) Post-construction Conditions 

(1) Available, Information 

Wildlife and habitat present around Lake Wallula have been 
surveyed several timer since completion of NcNary Dam. Waterfowl 
is the most common and abundant wildlife group in the project 
area. The most recent survey (1963) found peak wintering popula- 
tions of 203,000 ducks (mostly mallards) and 21,500 geese 
(Anne&r, 1983). During migration many species use the refuges 
and 6Uit8bl6 habitrtr along the reservoir for resting and 
feeding. 

Several species of ducks nest on islands, backwater sloughs, and 
along the shoreline of Lake Wallula. The mallard is the most 
abundant species. Other common nesters include gadwall, pintail, 
shoveler, and blue-winged teal. Annual duck production is 
approximately 1,100 (Annear, 1983). 
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Canada geese are common nester6 and their population has 
increased slightly since consiifd&~i&~‘s’6f nclary Dam. In the 
5 years following pool filling, the average number of Canada 
goose paitr for HcNary Pool was 120 (Washington Department of 
Game survep records, unpublirhed). The goose population began 
gradually increasing in 1958 and has averaged aboqt 150 nesting 
pairs since 1960. 

In addition to waterfowl, riparian habitats around Lake Wallula 
support mule deer, white-tailed deer, and several species of 
upland game and furbearers (USACE, 1976c). long&me species such 
as the golden eagle, bald eagle (endangered species), prairie 
falcon, burrowing owl, ospreyl and numerous other birds, mall 
mammala, amphibians and reptiles are also present. Signif icant 
nongame wildlife habitat is noted in the area of Eatrock State 
Park where a prairie falcon nest site and barn owl nesting colony 
is located. Approximately 10 to 20 successful barn owl nests 
within a 1 mile area of rirrock and cliffs form the largest oG1 
nesting habitat area known in northeast Oregon (Helland, 1984). 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (1976c) mapped vegetation types 
present around the HcNary pool, and showed willow associations as 
the most prevalent plant communitie6 on Lake #allula 6horelines 
and islands. The study also Show86 that approximately 25 percent 
of riparian areas have been modified by road fill, industrial 
development, project facilities, recreational developments, 
business areas, and rock riprap. 

For other sources of information on resource8 of the Colurbia 
River, a bibliography entitled l Selected Administrative Reports 
and Publications Representative of Conservation Policy, Plans and 
Programs influencing the Management of the Nildlife Resource 
within the Columbia River Basin. and another entitled “Partial 
List of Reports, Publications and Studies Describing State and 
Federal Policy and Program, and the Abundance and Distribution of 
Wildlife and Eabitst Within the Columbia River Basin. are avail- 
able fror the U.S. Army Corps of Rngineers, Portland District. 

(2) L06888 , 
Nildlifi losses attributable to the construction and operation of 
HcNary Dam have not been adequately identified and/or assessed. 
The one possible exception is the study pf losses of Canada goose 
nesting habitat (dircurred above). Considerable wildlife habitat 
was deetroyed by the dam and related facilities/structures, and 
inundation by reservoir waters. Other losses can be attributed 
to the approximately 25 percent of the reservoir shoreline that 
is not available to wildlife because of other uses (road fill, 
l tc . Project operation creates fluctuating water levels that 
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have resulted in the inundation of waterfowl and shorebird nests 
and often create land bridge6 providtng ,predator access to nest- 
ing islands. In addition, established riparian communities which 
support a variety of wildlife are continuously being eroded by 
wave action in the reservoir (OSDI, 1979). 

(3) Benefit6 

Benefit6 to wildlife from the project have not been adequately 
identified and/or assessed. 

v. WILDLIFE MITIGATIOI HISTORY' 

(a) Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

Ro wildlife impact assessment was done prior to or during 
construction and no mitigation was recorrended. However in 1952, 
1 year prior to reservoir filling, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service; Washington Department of Game; and Oregon State Game 
Coami66ion, now Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, prepared 
a joint report discussing.~the place of fish and wildlife 
resource6 in recreational planning for McSiary Reservoir and 
recommended that certain Government-owned lands within the 
impoundment area be set aside for fish and wildlife development 
(USDI, et al., 1952). These lands. are further discussed under 
the Mitigation Agreement6 or Requirement6 section of this report. 

In 1975 and 1976, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
attempted to negotiate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the management of lands in the 
Juniper Canyon area. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 
sought the lands which were comprised of Bureau of Land Ranage- 
ment lands, U.S. Army Corps of Engineer6 lands, and private lands 
for mitigation of tht wildlife habitat inundated by McYary Dam. 
The attempt was unsuccessful (Scherringer, 1984; Wilt, 1984). 

(b) Mitigation Agreement6 or Requirerants 

(1) FPC/FERC Requirement6 

As a Federal project, the Federal Power Corrission is not 
responsible for issuing permits, licenses, and license exempting 
grants under the Federal Water Power Act for Mc#ary Lock and Dam. 

(2) Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Proceedings 

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) of 1934, as 
amended, requires all hydroelectric project developers to consult 
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with the U.S. ?ish and Wildlife Service and 8tate conservation 
agencies prior to project developrent 'with a view to preventing 
loss of and damage to wildlife remourcem.g ?ederal development 
projects were required to contain adequate provision for conmer- 
vatlon, mintenance, and management of wildlife resources 
consistent with primary project purposes. This Act was named the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of August 12, 1958, at which 
time an arenderent was added stating that gwildlife conrervation \ shall receive equal consideration and be coordinated with other 
features of water-resource development programs.. Land 
acquisition, project modifications, and/or project operations 
modification were to be ba8ed on impact and mitigation reports 
by wildlife agencies, and costs for theme reamurem were to be 
made an integral part of project comtm. 

During project construction, the U.S. ?imh and Wildlife Service, 
Washington Department of Game, and Oregon State Game Commission 
jointly produced a report on Pimh and Wildlife Development Plans 
recommended for Wclary Reservoir. Principal areas recommended 
for ranagement and developrent were: 1) the Columbia River be- 
tween the Walla Walla and Snake Rivers; 2) the impounded portion 
of the Yakira River above Richland; 3) Burbank Slough; 4) the 
impounded mection of Snake River; 5) the upper portion of the 
impounded section of the Walla Ualla River; and, 6) cestain 
islands within the reservoir (USDI, et al., 1952). 

Theme areas were later expanded and increased in number (to 11) 
and currently include a total of 12,909 acres (Table 2). In 
addition, the U.S. ?imh and Wildlife Service purchamed 331 acres 
and received 5 acres am a gift. Weither of theme areas are con- 
sidered to be mitigation. 

(3) BlOtI* and Other Agreements 

In 1952, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers licenmed 8,913 acres of 
land mouth of Burbank, Washington and near the mouth of the Walla 
Walla River to Wamhington Department of Game am partial compenma- 
tion for habitat losses resulting from WcUary Dam. Of the total 
area, Washington Department of Game ranagem 7,570 acres am the 
HcNary Habitat Xanagement Area (EMA). Washington Department of 
Game ham funded all development, operation, and maintenance costs 
associated with the HWA since 1952. The City of Ricbland con- 
trolm the remaining 1,121 acres. 

The U.S. limb and Wildlife Service under cooperative agreement 
with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers manages 3,029 acres in the 
vicinity of Burbank Slough am part of tbe Uclary National Wild- 
life Refuge (RWR). The UWR was expanded in 1980 when the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation transferred 234 acres in fee title to 
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Table 2. Areas Uanaged (12,909 acres) for Wildlife in 
Conjunction With the blcllary Project 

Wanagement Agency/Area Name 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1. ncNary Uational Wildlife 

Refuge (includes Straw- 
berry and Ranford Islands) 

2. UcNary Rational Wildlife 
Refuge (includes Straw- 
berry and Eanford Islands) 

3. UcNary National Wildlife 
Refuge (includes Straw- 
berry and Eanford Islands) 

Washington Departrent of Game 
1. l&Nary Eabitat Wanagement 

Area 
2. Walla Walla River Wild- 

life Habitat Wanagement 
3. Burbank Heights Wildlife 

Habitat Uangement Unit 

Corps of Engineers 
1. McNary wildlife Nature 

Area 
2. Horse Heaven 
3. Island Ref-Ug8 
4. Mouth of Walla Walla River 

Eabitat Wanagement Unit 

City of Richland, Washington 
1. Yakira River Wildlife 

Nature Area City of 
Ricbland lease 

Acres 

234 

30 

3,029 

5,619 

1,999 

27s 

318 

246 
9 

69 

1,121 

Comments 

BR turned over to 
IWS in fee title 

Under leame from 
WDG to ?WS 

Under Cooperative 
Agreement between 
CB L ?WS 

Under license 
from Ct 
Under license 
from C1 
Wildlife Mgmt. 

wildlife Park- 
lo hunting 
Wildlife Hgrt. 
wildlife Hgrt. 
Wildlife Hgmt. 

Wildlife park 
under lease to 
City of Richland- 
-Idle land--no 
wildlife manage- 
rent or hunting. 
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the U.S. ?imh and Wildlife Service. In addition, the State of 
Washington leammm 30 acres to the U.S. yioh and Wildlife Ser- 
vice. The8e two areas are located along the northern boundary of 
the refuge. The U.S. ?imh and Wildlife Service funds all the 
development, operations and ranagerent on theme lands (Coe, 
1983). 

(Cl Wltigation Implemented . 

In 1952 the Washington Departrent of Game began managing, at its 
own expense, 8,913 acres in the nciiary ECU. Since 19S2 the 
acreage ham varied slightly. Recently 1,121 acres at the mouth 
of the Yakira River were turned over to the City of Richland. 
The City of Richland ham left the land idle and does not allow 
hunting. 

In 1955, the U.S. Pimh and Wildlife Service began managing, at 
i tm own expense, the Wclary UWR consisting of 2,849 acres. By 
1974 the number of acres increased to 3,629. This includes 
331 acres purchased by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
S acres received am a gift. Neither of these additions are 
mitigation for project-caused lommem (Coe, 1983). 

Tbe loss of nesting and rearing areas formerly u8ed by waterfowl 
ham been partially compen8ated by production at the McNary EMA, 
McNary NWR, and other areas currently used by waterfowl. 

Habitat developmentm at the ncwary ERA and the McNary NWR have 
been inmtrumental In increasing waterfowl production in the 
area. Temporary (under license, cooperative agreement or lease) 
management rights for theme areas have been given to Washington 
Departrent of Game and U.S. ?imh and Wildlife Service (except for 
234 acres in fee title), but no funding for development, opera- 
tion, and maintenance of fish and wildlife areas ham ever been 
allocated from project funds. Considering the above factors, 
mitigation for habitat lommem which can be directly attributed to 
the l&Nary Project include managerent rights at the McNary EMA 
and ncNary NWR, baseline (undeveloped) habitat conditions at the 
two refuges, plum any subsequent habitat improvements by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Rngineerm. 

VI. CURRRNT STUDIRS AND PLANNING 

NcNary Lock and Dam Project - There ire no plans to further 
mitigate wildlife lommem attributable to the original HcNary 
Project. To accurately determine ritigation needs, an objective 
comparimon of pre- and post-impoundment habitat conditions is 
needed. This study rhould include using pre- and pomt- 
irpoundrent aerial photography (Table 1) to map habitat types, 
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surveying adjacent habitats to estimate quality of inundated 
habitat, and evaluating post-impoundment habitat conditions 
surrounding Lake Wallula. Comparing pre- and post-project 
habitat conditions l bould be accompllmhed using a habitat-baaed 
evaluation procedure to estimate habitat gains and lommem. 
Tabor'm 1976 report and other lnventoriem can be used to mupple- 
rent post-impoundment habitat information, while Hanford Reach 
inventories may be used to supplement pre-impoundment informa- 
tion. 

Canada Goose Brooding Habitat Study - A cooperative l-year study 
by the Walla Walla District Corps of Engineers and U.S. Pimh and 
Wildlife Service on Canada goose brooding habitats between Crow 
Butte Island and Richland, Washington on the Columbia River was 
completed in 1983. Theme data are being analyzed and may 
influence future waterfowl ranagement decisions in the McNary 
project area. 

Columbia Basin Waterfowl Redistribution Plan - As a result of 
increased food availability and other habitat conditions in the 
Umatilla Basin Area, l xcemmive numbers of wintering waterfowl are 
present. The U.S. Pimb and Wildlife Service, Oregon Department 
of ?imb and Wildlife, and Washington Department of Game are 
involved in a cooperative effort to relocate excess wintering 
waterfowl to the north Columbia Basin and Southwest Idaho (The 
Columbia River Waterfowl Redistribution Plan, 1983). 

Corps of Engineers Wildlife Management Programs - The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers baa initiated and funded programs for resident 
wildlife and waterfowl at several habitat management units on 
project lands. Management practices vary in intensity from 
location to location and may include mowing, fencing, crop and 
wildlife habitat plantings, erosion control mea8ure8, stocking 
and development of public use facilities much am nature trails. 
Habitat management units are located at Yakima Delta Wildlife 
Management Area (300 to 400 acres), McNary Natural Wildlife Area 
(SO0 acres), Eorme Heaven (246 acres), Cold Springs Junction and 
Recreation Area Eabitat Management Unit (290 acres), Juniper 
Cahyon Eabitat Management Unit (acreage uncalculated), and mouth 
of the Walla Walla River (70 to 100 acres) (Sunday, 1984). 
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29 August, 1984 

Mr. John R. Paltnsky, Olrectot 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Aominirttation 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, OR 97208 

Attention t4r. James Meyer: 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Xildlifc has high txptcta;ions of the 
Northwest Power Planning Act to provide for wildlife and wildlife habitat 
mitigaticn to offset impacts resulting from hydroelectric dtvtlopmtnt. 

As the WClary Dam Wildlife Mitigation Status Report and our attached comtnts 
on that report indicate, canprehensive evaluation of wildlife rtsourct impacts 
ant zitiaation for wildlife habitat losses ntrt not accomplished. Knowltdgt 
of wilolife resources and legal mandates have changed since the &Nary Project 
#as constrzcttd. Ir, addftlon to the rf.,, -~*ftements of the Worthwest ?ower 
Planning Act for protection, mitigation and tnhanctinent of wildlife resources, 
the i)eparQnent of Fish and Wfldlift has a policy to request mitigation for 
losses of animal populations and habitat. The main stem Colmoia 2ivtr 
hydrot~t~tric projt:ts have high priority due to the high value of wildlife 
rtsourcts involved. 

!n recognition of our increased responsibilities to address a breed range of 
ccnctrns, i SttCfi;lg UT* the p&Xi ciptt$?j acexits to move forward in 
lzoltmnting the iildlift Program cf tnt Lortnwtst Poutr Planning Council. In 
particular, we must proceed ~13 t aitigation plan based on a comprehensive 
asstssrxnt of wildlife impacts at the !&Nary Project. The Dtpartmnt is 
prepared to participate in this endeavor and reco;rPcnds a habitat based 
evaluation using: 1) the txptrtist of btolog:sts from appropr!att agencies; 
2) existing data where possible; and 3) cost effective m&hods. 

The first step toward accomplishing the goals of tht Power Council's Fish and 
'Wildlife Program has bttn the witigation status report. Ye must now take the 
succeeding steps leading to full compensation for-wildlife and wildlife 
habitat impacts at the McNary Project. 

kb/hk 
Encl. 
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Oregon DeparMeeLt[i;: and Uildlifc 

Wildlife Mitigation Status Report 
McNary Da and Rescwoir 

29 August, 1994 

These comnents respond to a request frm 3mes R. Meyer, Bonneville Pwer 
Administration, dated 21 krgust 1984 to review the Mitigation Status Report 
for &Nary Dm and Reservoir. 

Oregon Revised Statute 496.012, Wildlife Policy, says in part: 'It Is the 
pol icl of tfre State of Oregon that wildlife shall be managed to provide the 
optimun recreational and aesthetic benefits for present and future generations 
of the citizens of this state. 
wildlife management are: 

In furtherance of this policy, the goals of 

(1) To mai t n ain all species of wiidlife at optimun levels and prevent 
the serious depletion of any indigenous species. 

(2) To develop and manage the lands and waters of this state in a manner 
that will enhance the production and public enjoyment of wildlife.' 

Ir! accordance with ORS 496.012, the Departarnt has a policy to request mitiga- 
t:c? wir? losses to animal populations and habitat result fran project 
construction and operation. These policies are consistent with the Power Act 
an6 IildYife ?rogrm purpose "to protect, mitigate, 
life 

anl enhance fish and wild- 
:z the extent 

electric oroject of 
affected by the development And operazion of any hydro- 

the blumbia River And its tributari-s w . . . . 
yet t0 be Achieved At the bki4Ary Project. 

’ This gOA has 

The K::Jary Wildlife Kitigation Status Report danonstrates assessment of the 
impacts to wildlife resulting from the construction and operation of the 
project was not cof3prehens ive. This is evident by th e lcti of information 
avaiia3?e regarding the tyoes and amounts of habitat alzered and the lack of 
quantitative estimates of species Affected by the project. The significance 
of the inundated hab: tat to wildlife has not been fully explored. 
impact 

Even though 
essescment has not been adequate, it is obvious that Substantial 

impacts occurred to wildlife as a result of the HeNary Project, considering 
acrerge of hrbitat inundated. The StatUS report indicates that mitigation 
measures imDlamnted have not been adequate to offset impacts to wildlife 
resulting from the project. 

In order to 'protect, mitigate, and enhance" wildlife resources affected by 
the developnent and operation of the hydroelectric generating facilities at 
the McNary Project, it is necessary to determine what lu@acts occurred. Upon 
the approval of And funding by the Council and Bonneville PGrCr 
Administration, the Departmnt is prepared to participate in an assessment of 
impacts to wildlife resources resulting frcxa the MeNary Project and 
preparation of a loss statement. 
in developing mitigation plans. 

The Department is also ready to participate 
Ye believe that A workable loss statglent and 

e 
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mitigation plan can be developed based on existing fnfomation, and the 
expertise of biologists frun the appropriate agencies who are fmiliar with 
the project area and appropriate wildlife habitat and species. Extensive, 
detailed studies will only delay implementation of mitigation Wasures. 

The level of understanding of our wildlife resources has greatly improved 
since the time of construction of the HcNaq Project. Yc have broader 
concerns and are more aware of wildlife/habitat relationships. The Northwest 
Power Planning Act and the Pwer Council's Fish and Uildlife progrua have 
provided the opportunity to correct past misunderstanding and shortsightedness 
regarding wildlife resources affected by the develmnt and operation of 
hydroelectric power in the Colmia River Basin. The Oregon Departsmt of 
fish And Uildlif 
possible in A 

c wants to see that opportunity realized to the fullest degree 
Zizfely, efficient, and cost-effective manner. 
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united states Department of the Interior 
FlSHANDWtLDLEE- . 

LLorow -2ummn2 

8OONIvU-mOLI 

-.-em22 

septaber 10, 1984 

nr. John Palexmky, Director 
Division of ?i8b md Yildlifo 
Bofmeville Power Abimi8tr8tiab 
Atteatiau Juu Moymr 
P. 0. 608 3121 
PortUnd, Oregon 97208 

De8K ur. Palenay 

zu reqw8ted in Mr. Meyer’8 letter of Amgq8t 21, 1994, ue b8we rwieued the 
wildlife Nitigatioa 6utu8 Report for the 8lUuy Project (tbo Projmct). 
The following -t8UekiDg providedfoz iaclu8ioa in the falml 
report. 

B88kd on the report'8 content, it i8 ewidemt tb8t the m888tructiub and 
oper8tion of the Project b88 ruultod in 8rrktUdti 8dver8e w to 

wildlife rmources which h8ve been aeitber 8dequ8tely identifimd nor 
dtig8t8d. Tbwefore, the Service r- tb8t the 6o8u8ewille Fwer 
A&ini8tr8tim provide fuadr to: 1) wnduct 8 ouprebeMive w8lu8tioa of 
~~of~Pto)~aavi~fer~cw;~t)~O~ 
findings of tb8t ev8h88ti08br dWdOp 8 ritig8tim 8ad ent pbn 
wbicb rauld fully -te the adwmrw ufldlife imp8ct8 8ttribut8ble to 
the Project. 

The S8rvice hu the nece88ary uperti8e 8nd uould like to pUticip8te 8s 
the lerd 8gency in both the i~p8ct u8hntion and ritig8tioa phn 
dWelOpwnt t88k8. We 8rt developing 8 propo8al to conduct 8n iDput 
W8lU8tiOll and will 8ubrit it to yw in the lu8r future. 

SpUifiC C-t8 

A comprehen8ive wrluation of the Project’8 impect ah rildlife r88ourc88 
8hOUld be c0ductd by 8 tern Of qualified biologi8t8 CapO8rb Of repre8eb 
t8tiV88 fror 8ppropriate 8t8te 8nd feder81 re8ource 8nd dew&o-t q8n- 
Cie8. Thew include the Oregon Dqutment of ?i8h 8nd Wildlife, W88hington 
Depuuent of Cane, Amy Cocp8 of ~ineer8, and ?i8h and Wildlife Service. 
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nS8 U8lWtiorr 8hOdd it&& m tipi8 Of q 8CtiOM Ubich b8Cn be8lb 
implemented to ritig8te tb8 ProjUt* adwrw imp8ct8 on wildlife. lOa 
8-8t th W8h88tiOa k hrbit8t bBSd 8Ibd 8Umtt.d by w&tiM d8t8 
ubmt 8v8ileble. U8 klim tht m#cb an ev8lu8tiocr oodd be -liW 
with 8 rfnimm of now data collectiah byr 1) &y8- tb. Ui8tfrra d8t8 
refermced la tbo Uattu ropoct au& u pee- ad ptetructioo 
pbowre# & 2) CaB8Ult8tkl Uitb ~Of888i~l Wildlife biowi8t8 
f8miliu ritb the area.8 wildlife rUource8 U they 8Xi8tOd prbr to 
project coamtrmctioa. Sk8 8v81u8tion”8 rUtit 8hould k prosentd in 8a 
iq8ct 888e88unt rwrt. 

utiliziag the ra8ult8 fta the 8foruentiawd 4act mtatmt,m bdim 
th8tthe I UUOf biologi8t8, Uitb U818- f-their m’ 
re8pctiva lnbiut 8pecbli8t8, 8bOdd dW8lOp 8 8itig8tim phh 'RH 
plan, if iDplament.d, wuld be de8ignd to fully capemate the admr8e 
wildlife imp8ct8 ibmtifid. 

In conc1~8iam, we believe no 8iagle 8gency or mr groop 18 respoadble for 
the 8dvuu wildlife impmtacrhichbwe to&ted fro thdeve~tmd 
op8r8tiaa of the w Project. The propo8a.h outlined in t&h letter 
uould be -i&rod %tandud opu8ting procodurum for emluatfbg the 
igru ofmubmtu &we-at propub ador pm8eat atat0 and federal 
lm, reguttia88,8dpoliciu. Uafoctanately, them *al dt88 rhich 
tod8yprwide for tbeprotactionofahrwildlife raourcemnnmtbs 
8trabg rrka the kauy hojet um8 ktng dewbpd. Emu8r,bththe 
UOrtbUUt mr Pbmiag 888d cOl88etr8tim ACt 88d the cO@XkCil’8 ?iSh 8lBd 
Wildlife pcogrti rewgahe thi8 md wetber b8we 9ivan u anappwtunity 
to emlu8te ud re@me lo8t wildlife rwouso88. Tba &n&a8 i8 e898t to 
move touud th8t end. 
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IJutiu8 
I- uni#sIlrr ktiOUl 

m* 
zze ?orut 

mm. 2610 C&dive RelatlOM -septuber 19.1904 

. 

- loual W of Project Bepo~U - WildlIfe lJit*tim 
st8tu8 Revid 

Tour ~randm of September 6, 1 W, mqnested our revieu of the “Wildlife 
Nitig8tion St8tu8 Bevies’ report8 for the D8llu ud Sew ha project8 uith 
regard to poteatbl dsputr to our prograu. B8cmme of the rew U8ltod 
review the, ue h8ve Only been 8bTe t0 proride 8 CIW8Oq mm. 

ft wuld 8ppe8r th8t the mitigation of both fi8h 8ad rildlife b8re beea 
8dequately 8ddre88ed 8nd uould b8Ve Tuttle, if 8ny, bp8Ct t0 our ment 
progr8m on the FOZW8t. 
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES 
de8 

P.O. Box Q 
mJ0moN.oREGoNs7wl 

k8cod2(QJ31 hon227b3le 

AugU6t 25, 1983 . 

. 

Mr. Russell D.. Peterson 
U.S. fish and Wildlife Service 
Division of Ecological Services 
Portland Field Office 
727 l9.E. 24th Avenue 
Portland,Orcgon 97232 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

In reference to your letter of August 10, 1983, regarding per- 
spective of the Confederated Tribes on the history of vildlife 
studies and mitigation measures l ccmplis)red at a Bonneville 
Lock and Dam, the Dallcs Lock and Dam, John D8p frock’ and m, 
and HeNary fRck and Dam, comments were not submitted on this 
subject 8t the time of project l thoritrtion. It cppears that 
our concerns on construction of these hydrolelectric projects 
were limited to impacts on anadromous fisheries. We do not have 
documentation on file which wtlines the impacts on wildlife 
and mitigation measures adopted. 

We would appreciate the opportunity to reviw drafts of the 
status reports on wildlife mitigation at the hydroelectric -* 
projects prior to completion of the final report. We will 
provide comments regarding vildlife concerns at that time. 
Copies of the reports should be seat to Jerry L. Lmw, Bureau 
of Indian Affairs, Umatilla Indian Aga~~y, P.O.- box 520, Pentie- 
ton, Oregon 97801. Hr. kuer acts as staff wildlife biologist 
for - the &af l derated hfkr- 

siserely, 

cmn%Rmm TRIBXS or TBE 
tlM?muA INDIAN REsl5RvILTIQo 
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September 6, 1983. 

Russell D. Peterson 
. 

Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Division of Ecological Serviuer 
Portland Field OffSee 
727 YU.E. 24th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232 

Rc: Wildlife Mtigation and Columbia River 
Hydroelectric Projects 

Dear Hr. Peterson: 

I represent the Warm Spriags Tribe and aa writing ia response 
to your letter of August 10th to Tarry Luther of the tribe's 
Na tura 1 Resourcer Department. Your letter request8 iafomatioa 
concerning vildlife mitigation studies und aeasures ugdcrtakea 
in connection vith the four CoE mid-CaXambia byOr0 projects. 

We have retrieved our files and discard the matter vith 
tribal leaders. It 8ppaarr that wildlife mitSg8tion vu 
omitted from the negotiations ktueea the federrl goveramnt 
aad the Columbia River Indian triha leadingtotba construction 
of the four projects that are the subject of your reports. 
The omission of the wildlife mitigation from the federal- 
tribal discussions was almost ct~ialp inadmrteat. The 
ttibe'r treaty-protected rrght to bunt, as uell as fish, *-* 
off-recervation gives the tribe a legal iaterest in the 
premrvatioa of all wildlife resourcbs in the aid-oohmbia 
region. Diminished populations ofruchcpeciesas ducks, 
9--r otter, heaver, muskrats, deer, etc. resulting frm 
the constmctiom of the aid-Colti by&o projects must be . . 
restored to fulfill the tribe's tr#ty right. 

Toourkxaowledge, ao sttkiet bavehmaunde~tobctcrmiae 
whether populations of wildlife @&es tilized by tlribal 
members in the area iaundakd by the hydra projects have 
been diabiched. The trik ir anxious to arrist the 
Wildlife Service in its l ffo* to deter&be the emuat . 

I 
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wildlife 10s~ aad the mitigatiorr efforts required to restore 
the resOurC8. 

Sincerely, 

J 
-&$&/&[~-?- --- _ 

Hkium G 
. 
‘Q . 

. 

.’ 

cc: Warm Springs Fird C Wildlife 
Colmittw - 

Terry Luther, #atur81 Resources 
Depa-t 

. 

- . 

. . 
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES AND BANDS 

va&kkw h&n flattta 
WILDLIFE REso&m-~-PRoGRAn 

-W-W 

cmEaALcaYca 
Tltfiwcofmcm. 

l(SO9) 865-5121 
I P<t. 666 or 668 

November 22, 1983 

Richard D. Ciger 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692 
SO0 N.E. Kultnoanah Street : e. A 
Portland, OR 97232 

.e 
! - e ! -:: 

RE: .Yakims Indian Nation concerns relative to wildlife mitigakt’bn 
and the Corps of Engineers mid-Columbia hydra Erojects. 

l Dear Sir: 

The Yakima Indian Nation welcases the opportunity to comment on 
wildlife mitigation relative to Indian concern6 in connection 
with the four Corps of Engineersmid-Columbia hydro projects 
(Bonneville, The Dalles, John Day, and l&Nary Dam). You are 
correct in your finding6 that wildlife litigation was omitted 
from the negotiation6 between the federal gave rnment and the 
Columbia River Indian tribes prior to the construction of the 
hydro prbjects covered in your report. The aminsion of wildlife 
mitigation fran the federal-tribal discussions was certainly 
inadvertant, but easily explained. The Rureau of Indian Affairs 
has historically not been directly involved in wildlife management 
either in an advocacy role, or in a functional on-reservation 
wildlife smnagamentprogrsm. Scientific wildlife sanagaaent on- 
reservation is a relatively new phenomena and staus primarily 
from concerned tribes active involvment in the previous five 
years. 
wildlife 

Given these facts, it is not surprising that tribal 
concern6 were not represented in the original negotiations. 

The Yakima Indian Nation's Treaty protected right to hunt, as 
well as fish, off resemation, gives the tribe a legal fnterest 
ia the coascrvation and maintenance of all wildlife resourues 
in the mid-Columbia and Colmubia Basin regions. 

The incr&ed uompetance of o&eserpati& tribal wildlife 
smnagment in the last few years fortunately coincide6 with your 
studies relative to wildlife mitigation on these main stem hydro- 
electric projects. Hopefully, these unmitigated louts can now 
be ideutified and properly addressed through the mitigation 
process. The Ypkima Indian Nation has suffered serious 1066 of 
wildlife populations and wildlife habitat as a result of the 
aforementioned hydra-electric projects. I shall briefly outline 
our major concerns below ia rough order of priority. 
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November 22, 1983 

1. Loss of Water-Pow1 Ply-wa~ 

The Yaki.1~8 R~VU basin ha6 been an hiStOrically important 
fly-vay for water-fowl S~CieS. The Yakima Indian people 
made eartenstvt use of water-fowl as a food source and as 
a -e for ceremonial artffacts and clothing. In store 
recent historical tims, the heavy vater-fowl concentration 
as a result of this fly-way provided an important 8ource 
of income through the tribe's public hunting and firhiag 
licexme program. 

WithFn the last 20 years, this impottmt water-fowl resource 
has been diminished almost to the point of total elimination. 
This loss appears to be due not to a fewer aumber of water- 
fowl, but to a redistribution of existing populations and 
fly-ways influenced by the habitat COnditio!tS created by 
the construction of the hydra project6. This condition 
seem6 particularly affeuted by the John Day and NcNary pool 
areas. Water-fowl concentrations behind these pools have 
become so great as toactually cause agricultural damage 
and disease related problems. This faut has been well 
docmmntedia reoent years by a cooperative study team 
consisting of biologisti fru Oregon, Washington, and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife mice. This study resulted in 
recently published cormctive master plan entitled Columbia 
-6fn Water-Fowl Redistribution. The Yakima Idim Nation6 
concerns for the 10~6 of the water-fowl fly-way through the 
yakiaa drainage as resultofthe creationof theaid-Columbia 
pools are uhuced aad supported by this document. This 
loss h86 lead to 8evezely reduced income to the tribe and 
a reduced 8easoaalfood amaze for tribal manbus. 

2. Direct Loss of Water-Fowl Nesting and Brooding Habitats 

Nesting water-fowl populations along the CohxEbia River 
mainstemwere hi6toricallyutilitedbyYakha Indian people 
as a source of food, mraonial utifacts, and clothing 
kollection of down). Inundation of mid-river gravel bars 

and islands hasloagbeearrcogafted as the.primary reason 
for the decline of thesemain ste~uater-fowl populations. 
Thir loss has never been properly mitigated with re6pect 
totbePakimaImdiaaNatiM. _ 

. 

3. Direct Loss of Deer Eabitat 

Ripaxian growth on both irmadated islands and shoreliaes 
along the historicalcuurse of the Colmnbiaa River Provided 
habitat,for black-tail deerand Columbianwhite-tail deer. 
The Columbia River break8 provided importantwintering 

.: 
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. 

3. Direct Loss of Deer Eabitat (Cont.1 

ranges for migratory mule deer. These deer~populations 
a66ociated with the Columbia main 6tM provided an important 
source of subsfstance food for tribal mambers. Construction 
of the hydra-electric projects and resultant inundation 
has destroyed the habitat6 for most of these deer pOpUlatiOn8. 
A66ociated development has leSSened the use of the ~lumbia 
Rivu brake6 as winter range habitat. This lio66 was never 
mitigated in the original tribal-federal negotiations. 

4. Loss of Native Upland Came Bird Habitat 

The predominant native upland gsme birds in this area were 
sharp tailed grouse and the sage grouse. The impact of 
tbe hydro projects and any aSSOCi8ted loss cf habitat for 
these species has never been properly investicated. Both 
of these species are nearly mctirpated frmn t!ie mid-Columbia 
area and both species provided an important source of food 
for tribal members. The relationship of the decline of 
these SpWieS with the UOnSWUCtiOn Of the hydro prOjeCt6 
has never been properly evaluated and hence has never been 
subject to mitigation procedures. 

These four paints represents specific coziceras the Yakima Indian 
Nation relative to wildlife losses following the construction of 
the afo rmentionedhydro projects. These 1066e6 were never identified 
and hence never mitigated in the original federal-tribal negotiations. 
I feel this represents a very good starting point in any future 
mitigative efforts and hope that you will consider these concerns 
within the context of your report. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me for any further elaboration or discussion concerning these 
wildlife losses. 

cc: Northwekt Power Planning Countil 
Potiand, Oregon 

Corps of Engineers 
Portland, Oregon 

, 
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I. PROJECT NAME 

Priest Rapids and Wanapum Dam Project (FERC Project No. 
2114) 

II. PROJECT OPERATOR 

Grant County Public Utility District (PUD) No. 2 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Location and Size 

The project consists of two dams and associated powerplants 
located just north of the Hanford Atomic Energy Reservation 
(AER) on the Columbia River in south central Washington. 
Priest Rapids Dam is located at River Mile (RH) 397, and 
Wanapum Dam is located at RM 415. Each powerplant contains 
ten generating units with a total rated capacity 788,500 kw 
at Priest Rapids and 381,250 at Wanapum. 

Priest Rapids Reservoir extends upstream 18 miles to Wanapum 
Dam and occupies a surface area of about 8,320 acres. 
Wanapum Reservoir extends upstream 38 miles to Rock Island 
Dam (RM 453.4) and occupies a surface are of about 14,760 
acres. 

B. Authorized Purposes 

The project is multipurpose with provisions for power 
generation, flood control storage, and navigation locks 
should the demand for upstream boat commerce develop in the 
future. Some secondary benefit for recreation is 
acknowledged. 

c. Brief History of Construction and Operation 

The original project was authorized for construction under 
terms and conditions of the Federal Water Power Act (FPA) of 
1920 (41 Stat. 1063, 16 U.S.C. 791-823) and licensing 
authority of the Federal Power Commission (FPC) (now FERC) 
on November 5, 1955. Subsequently, a series of orders (ten 
amendments) were issued by FPC modifying the original 
license. 

In the original planning and construction, provisions were 
made to add six additional generating units to each facility 
at a later date. In the late 1970's the PUD applied to the 
FERC to amend License No. 2114 to allow for the addition of 
four units at each facility in response to expansion of 
upstream projects. After conducting pre-draft consultations 
and further studies, this effort was suspended. Expansion 
plans at the two facilities remain unknown at this time. 
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D. Other Pertinent Data 

1. Water level fluctuation and timing 

The project was originally constructed to provide baseload 
power generation. However, with expansion of the 
hydroelectric network on the mainstem Columbia, the project 
is and will be managed for peak load operation. Hydraulic 
capacity of Priest Rapids is 187,000 cfs and Wanapum 178,000 
cfs with an annual average flow of about 120,000 cfs. The 
normal operating range of Priest Rapids Reservoir is between 
481.5-488 feet above sea level (f.a.s.1.) with a maximum 
storage capacity of 44,600 acre-feet. At Wanapum, the 
normal operating range is between 560-571.5 f.a.s.1. with a 
storage capacity of 160,200 acre-feet. 

2. Land Ownership 

Sixty percent of the lands adjoining the project are under 
public ownership or control. The remaining 40 percent are 
privately held. Public lands include six wildlife 
recreation areas, managed by the Washington Department of 
Game (WDG), which provide fishing and hunting opportunities, 
swimming and boating access, and two State parks (Gingko 
and Wanapum) located just upstream from Wanapum Dam. much 
of the west shoreline of Priest Rapids Reservoir abuts the 
Yakima Firing Center, which is managed and controlled by the 
U.S. Department of the Army. This area is restricted and 
off-limits to public access. 

IV. WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 

A. Preconstruction Period 

Prior to completion of the Priest Rapids Project (i.e., 
Priest Rapids Dam and Wanapum Dam) in 1961, studies were 
conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and 
WDG to determine the impacts that the project would have on 
wildlife. FWS studied waterfowl and WDG studied upland 
game, and furbearers. 

Study results determined that 5,859 acres would be inundated 
by Priest Rapids impoundment and 8,611 acres by Wanapum Dam. 
Sixty-nine percent of this acreage was classified as grazing 
land. Other categories were "wasteland" at 21 percent of 
the total acreage, irrigated/cultivated lands at 4 percent, 
irrigated orchards and meadows at 2 percent each, irrigable 
pasture at 1 percent, and dry pasture and business property 
at less than 1 percent each (Patterson 1959: FWS 1958). 

Grazing land and "wasteland" were characterized as those 
burned frequently in the past and dominated by cheatgrass, 
with remnants of native bunch grasses in some areas. 
Dominant shrubs in those areas included willow, 
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serviceberry, big sagebrush, hopsage, and rabbit brush. 
Juniper was considered "common" along the river shoreline 
(Patterson 1959). 

Patterson (1959) estimated that game bird losses from the 
Priest Rapids project would amount to approximately 2,000 
pheasants, 1,000 California quail, 100 scaled quail, 100 
Hungarian partridges, 3,000 chukar partridtges, and 600 
mourning doves. 

An estimated 250 mule deer would be lost (Patterson 1959). 
The bottomland to be flooded by the project was particularly 
critical to mule deer during severe winters. 

Field studies indicated that mink, beaver, and river otter 
populations were low on the Priest Rapids project site. The 
muskrat population was estimated to be about 700 animals 
(Patterson 1959). 

Estimated losses to the harvest of upland game and big game 
were 520 pheasants, 770 quail, 2,100 chukars, 70 Hungarian 
partridges, and 80 deer annually (WDG 1961). 

Eighteen species of waterfowl were identified in the Priest 
Rapids project area (FWS 1958). In the Priest Rapids 
impoundment, 103 pairs of ducks (mostly mallards) and 16 
pairs of coots were found nesting on the reservoir site in 
1958: at least 35 nesting pairs of Canada geese used the 
impoundment site in 1957, along with over 200 nonbreeding 
geese. Several hundred ducks and geese used the Priest 
Rapids site during the winter. 

An estimated 26 pairs of geese used the Wanapum Reservoir 
site prior to inundation (FWS 1958). Nesting ducks (mostly 
mallards and wigeons), numbered 25 to 30 pairs on the 
Wanapum impoundment. Thousands of ducks have been reported 
wintering below Crescent Bar in some years (FWS 1958). 
Cultivated fields in the impoundment area provided food for 
wintering ducks and geese. 

In both impoundment areas, most goose nesting occurred on 
islands (FWS 1958). In addition to islands, FWS (1958) 
identified several key waterfowl habitat areas in the Priest 
Rapids project area that would be destroyed or severely 
impacted by the project. One was Moran Slough, a marsh 
heavily used by nesting ducks. Panhandle and Whale Islands 
were identified as important goose nesting areas. A 
diversion canal on the right bank of the river near the 
Priest rapids Dam site was used as a brooding area by ducks 
and geese. 

B. Postconstruction Period 

No formal postconstruction studies were conducted to follow 
up the preconstruction wildlife studies. However, State, 
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Federal, and PUD biologists have continued to make wildlife 
evaluations in the Priest Rapids project area. 

Waterfowl surveys, including Canada goose nest surveys, are 
conducted on an annual basis. Over the past 6 years (1978- 
1983) an average total of 151 goose nests was found on 
Priest Rapids and Wanapum Reservoirs (WDG files). The total 
number of nests over the past 6 years ranged from 122 (1979) 
to 175 (1982). An average of 11 nests per year out of the 
total were deserted or destroyed annually. Monthly aerial 
waterfowl surveys conducted by the FWS for the period 1975- 
1978 indicated an average annual use of 5,732 ducks and 
2,804 geese for Priest Rapids reservoir and 93,667 ducks and 
6,409 geese for Wanapum reservoir. 

Mid-winter bald eagle surveys are conducted on Priest Rapids 
and Wanapum projects annually by biologists from State and 
Federal agencies as well as Chelan, Grant, and Douglas 
County PUD's beginning in 1982. For the 1975-1983 period, 
an average of four adults and three subadults use Priest 
Rapids reservoir, while seven adults and four subadults use 
Wanapum reservoir (Fielder and Starkey 1980). 

1. Operation 

No major operational changes have been made in the Priest 
Rapids project since its construction. Grant County PUD has 
applied for a license amendment to the FERC to expand the 
Priest Rapids project, but to date the license amendment ha 
not been granted. 

The proposed expansion involves the addition of eight power- 
generating units and an increase in the normal operating 
range of Priest Rapids Reservoir of from 5 to 10 feet (Grant 
County PUD 1980). The project would inundate approximately 
400 acres of shoreline and islands containing riparian and 
shrub steppe vegetation. This habitat is used by a wide 
variety of wildlife species including deer, aquatic mammals, 
and nongame and upland birds (Grant County PUD 1980). 

Other habitat disturbance or loss could occur on 
approximately 160 acres of land while construction is 
underway at Priest Rapids and Wanapum Dams (Grant County PUD 
1980). Land chosen for location of permanent facilities 
would be lost as wildlife habitat. 

Ball et al. (1981) estimated that 20% of the usable island -- 
habitat for goose nesting on Priest Rapids Pool had been 
lost to erosion caused by water level fluctuations since 
pool formation. About 10-15% of the shoreline banks 
downstream from Wanapum Dam experience sloughing from wind 
and wave action. Similar areas exist upstream between 
Crescent Bar and Vantage Bridge (I-90). 
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v. WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY 

A. Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

Specific mitigation measures for the original construction 
of the Priest Rapids Project were proposed by FWS (1958) and 
Patterson (1959). Mitigation proposals centered around 
acquisition, development, and management of project and off- 
project lands for wildlife. The PUD was asked to allow 
public access on project lands for fish and wildlife 
recreation. 

B. Mitigation Agreements or Requirements 

In 1963, after extensive negotiations, the PUD and wildlife 
agencies signed a mitigation agreement for the Priest Rapids 
project. Under this agreement, the PUD transferred certain 
project lands to WDG, and provided up to $550,000 over 20 
years for development, operation, and maintenance of 
habitat improvement measures on those lands. The initial 
payment was $150,000 paid in $50,000 installments for the 
first 3 years. Thereafter, the PUD would provide $20,000 a 
year for 20 years for operation and maintenance of the 
deeded land. In addition, the agreement provided that the 
PUD would have right-of-way easements on land transferred to 
WDG, and that most project lands owned by the PUD would be 
open to the public for fishing and hunting. 

c. Mitigation Implemented 

2. Postconstruction Period 

As of June 1979, 23,071 acres had been set aside for 
wildlife as mitigation for the Priest Rapids Project. The 
PUD deeded 2,153 acres along the reservoir to WDG, and WDG 
purchased an additional 20,918 along Crab Creek with funds 
provided by the PUD. The area along the reservoir was 
designated the Priest Rapids Habitat Management Area (HMA), 
and the Crab CreektractbecametheCrabCreekHMA. The two 
areas were managed separately until 1980 when they became 
part of the Columbia Basin HMA. 

WDG has the responsibility for developing habitat on these 
lands with money provided annually by the PUD. Habitat 
improvement activities have included development of brood 
pastures for geese and habitat plots for upland game, 
fencing to control livestock grazing, and construction of 
water control structures (Lynch 1974). Artificial nest 
structures for geese were tried unsuccessfully. 

VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING 

No studies or mitigation are planned at this time. 
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VII. APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - Study Team 

Washington Department of Game - Gretchen Van Lom 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey 

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination 

July 13, 1983 

July 13, 1983 

July 15, 1983 

July/Aug./Sept. 1983 - 

September 6, 1983 - 

October 26, 1983 

November 1983 

Letter sent to Grant PUD (Al 
Wright) from FWS, requesting 
information and contact person for 
mitigation status review. 

Darrell Pock represented PUD at 
informational meeting in Spokane. 

Letter sent to FWS from PUD 
responding to July 13 FWS letter 
and identifying contact person. 

Telephone contacts between PUD 
biologist Pock and Gretchen Van Lom 
(WDG)/Ron Starkey (FWS) to discuss 
status review. 

Gretchen Van Lom (WDG) met with D. 
Pock and A. Wright of the PUD to 
discuss information needed for 
status review (Ephrata) 

FWS sent draft copy of status 
review to PUD for review and 
comment. 

R. Starkey (FWS) contacted D. Pock 
(PUD) by telephone to request 
meeting between PUD and study team 
for purposes of discussing status 
review and PUD concerns. Request 
was denied by PUD. 
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December 2, 1983 - Comments on draft status review - 
received from PUD. 
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STATE OF ~~.+st-lmCTm 

DEPARTaMENT OF CAME 
3cKJ \,:Y-. caprro. i\ n Cl- ; . . (A rip0 \I a5cmglor *5e’ l :,'uj,~53-'3-jml 

August 21, 1984 

John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and ilildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. 80x 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

ATTN : James Meyer 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

FR+ULOCI,*RC' 
Dwu:w 

My staff has reviewed the mitigation status review report for Priest Rapids/ 
Wanaputn Project. 

This project was authorized in 1955 and completed in 1961. The project was 
subject to Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act which was amended during the 
construction of the project. 

Grant County P.U.D. funded fish and wildlife agencies to conduct studies of 
fish and wildlife resources affected by the project. Even though studies 
conducted on the project were not entirely adequate by todayf standards, the 
mitigation proposed for the project was probably adequate to mitigate damages 
to most species of wildlife affected by the original project. 

As the mitigation status review report points out, the project was originally 
constructed for baseload power generation. As the Colunrbia River hydroelectric 
system developed however, a gradual change in operation from baseload produc- 
tion to peak power production has occurred and as more thermal plants conua on 
line undoubtedly the system will be used more and more for peak power produc- 
tion. The impacts of project operation for power peaking have not been miti- 
gated. 

We have serious concerns regarding impacts of project operation on remaining 
island and riparian habitat in the project area. Ball et al (1981) reported 
that 20% of the usable island habitat for Goose nesting on Priest Rapids pool 
has been lost to erosion caused by water level fluctuations since pool forma- 
tion. Mitigation Status Review Report also mentions the loss of 10-15X of the 
the shorelines downstream from Wanapum Dam as a result of wind and wave action. 
It is apparent these areas must be protected from further degradation and that 
losses from project operations should be mitigated. 
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3. Palensky 
August 21, 1984 
Page two 

This project inundated approximately 14,500 acres of wildlife habitat. Grant 
County P.U.D. provided more than 23,000 acres to be set aside and managed for 
wildlife in the vicinity of the project. In addition they provided $150,000 
for development and $20,000 per year for operation and maintenance of this 
project over a 20 year period. It should be noted that the intended result of 
the settlement for operation and maintenance funding has been significantly 
affected by inflation. Twenty thousand dollars per year, while adequate at the 
time, is no longer adequate to provide for the operation and maintenance of 
those lands. It should also be noted that the current mitigation agent 
expires within the next three years. 
operation and maintenance funding 

After expiration of the agreeslent, 
from the&project operator may terminate. 

To continue mitigation efforts for Priest Rapids/Uanapum Project for the life 
of the project, additional funding for operation and maintenance of mitigation 
land is needed as well as additional measures to protect habitat affected by 
project operation. Ue also agree with Fish and Wildlife Service cents that 
there should be additional opportunity to improve migratory bird habitat and 
bald eagle wintering use on both Priest Rapids and Uanapum Reservoirs. We also 
believe additional mitigation is warranted for project operation for power 
peaking. Mitigation for power peaking operations may however be better handled 
as part of a system wide effort. 

In conclusion we do not see the need for additional studies on these projects. 
To sustain mitigation efforts however, adequate funding for operation and 
maintenance of mitigation lands is sorely needed. Protection of existing 
riparian and island habitats is also needed on the project. There are also 
opportunities on both the project lands and mitigation lands to enhance habitat 
for wildlife and to mitigate for the effects of project operations for power 
peaking. 

Ue look forward to consultation and working with the appropriate parties to 
develop details of mitigation and enhancebent on this project. 

Very truly yours, 

THE DEPARTMENT OF GAME 

' Frank R. Lockard 
Director 

FRL:pr-b 

cc: Grant County P.U.D. 
Marty Montgomery 
Dick Giger 
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United States 
Department of the Interior 

Fish and Wildlife &xvicc 

~L~w~b~; . . f 

. , 

Pwhd. Ch(lan 97232 

I In RrF(v RrhTa: 1 dUI Ha lcrrw * 

e+ 
June 11, 1984$* 

\’ 

Mr. John Palensky 
Director, Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Mministration 
Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 37208 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

As requested we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Wildlife Miti- 
gation for the Priest Rapids and Uanapum Dams and Reservoir Projects which 
was jointly prepared by the Habitat Resources Division of the Fish and Wild- 
life Service (F;IS) and the Hashington State Department of Game (WDG) under 
contract with the Bonneville Power Administration. The following represents, 
the formal response of the FX regarding the subject project. 

General Comments 

We have completed an extensive 
ials, 

search of agency files and reference rater- 
and find that we have no additional infonnation with which t3 make 

corrections or additions to the subiect report. 
interests are concerned, 

Insofar as our resource 

written. 
we find the report to be complete and accurately 

Specific Comments 

It is clear from the report's content that original construction and oper- 
ation of the Droject resulted in adverse impacts to wildlife resources al- 
though impacts to species of primary interest to the PUS have been ha&r 
to document. There is some evidence which suggests that the project has 
benefitted certain species. Chile we recognize that the Grant County PI!3 
has made good faith efforts to address wildlife impacts in genstal, w be- 
lieve there are additional opportunities to improve migratory bird habitat 
and bald eagle wintering use on both Priest Rapids and Uanapum Reservoirs. 
Therefore, we recomnend that the PUD, UDG, and PUS work together to evaluate 
such improvement opportunities, and develop and implement a workinq plan 
that will achieve measures desired by each agency under the framework of the 
Northwest Power Act (NWPA). 
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In addition, we* strongly believe the cumulative and secondary effects of 
this and other Colmbia’ Basin resewoirs should be evaluated. A principal 
focus of multiple project evaluation should be the broader effects of oper- 
ation of projects as a .system" such as water fluctuations resulting from 
powerpeaking, etc. The extensive development that has occurred along the 
Columbia River's flood plain has also cumulatively reduced a variety of 
wildlife habitats and related resources. Such developnent and related wild- 
life losses would have been considerably less without construction and op- 
eration of Priest Rapids, Wanapum and other major Collrabia River projects. 
In se instances there may have been some net benefits to certain species/ 
resources which need to be better identified. 

In conclusion, w believe no single agency or user group is responsible for 
the wildlife losses resulting from developnent and operation of the Priest 
Rapids and Yanapun Projects. The proposals outlined in this letter would 
be considered as 'standard operating procedures. for evaluating new water 
development proposals under present State and Federal laws, rules, regula- 
tions, and policies. Unfortunately, these legal mandates which today pro- 
vide for the protection of our wildlife resources wepe either nonexistent 
or in their infancy when the Grand Coulee Project was being developed. 
However, both the NUPA and the Power Council's Fish and Uildlife Program 
recognize this and together have given us an opportunity to correct our 
past mistakes. The Service 'is eager to move toward that end. 

Sincerely, 

//James Y. Teeter 
u Acting Assistant Regional Director 

Habitat Resources 

cc: ES-OlympiaF1LO 
Grant County PUD 
UDG 
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PUBLIC UllLITY DISTRlCT OF GRANT COUNTY 
p.0. BOX 878 0 EPHRATA. WASHlNGTON 98823 . %9/754-3541 

September 14, 1984 

John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Post Office Box 3621 
Portland, OR 97208 

Attention 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

Grant County Public Utility District has reviewed the Mitigation Status 
Review report for Priest Rapids and Uanapum Dams and reservoir projects and 
the Washington State Department of Game's letter regarding their (m's) 
conclusions on these projects. 

We appreciate their evaluation and their recormtendations on additional 0 & M 
monies, erosion control measures and peaking impacts. This District is open - 
to meeting with the appropriate federal and state wildlife agencies and BPA 
to discuss any suggestions and/or concerns the agencies may have regarding 
these issues. 

The District has compiled a considerable reference library dealing with 
habitat protection and enhancement techniques and has suggestions with 
respect to the agencies' concerns regarding wintering bald eagle use and 
migratory bird habitat. 

Ye find that the Departwnt of Game's conclusions on the Mitigation Status 
Review for this District's projects accurately reflect the actual conditions 
achieved through the original mitigation. Future changes in operation will 
of course need to be addressed under a separate proceeding. 

Very truly yours, 

DZ:dl /EOl 
cc: Al Wright 

Carl Barr 
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AGREEMENT ++ c . 
z 

his agreement is ma& and entered into on this ~2 9 - day of 
1963, by and between, 

DISTRICT NO. 2 OF GRANT COUNTY, herein- 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

after referred to as “the District, *’ 

and 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, - DEPARTMENT OF GAME, hereinafter 
referred to as “the Department;” 

Recitals: 

The District is a municipal corporation organized under the laws of the 
State of Washington and is authorized under Federal Rower Commission 
License 2114 to construct and operate the Priest Rapids Project, consist - 
ing of the Priest Rapids and Wanapum developments on the Columbia 
River in the State of Washiqton; 

The Department, as an agency of the State of Washington, is charged 
with the responsibility of conserving wildlife and waterfowl along those 
reaches of the Columbia River within the area affected by the Riest 
Rapids Project; 

Federal Rower Commission License 2114 places certain responsibilities 
upon the District with regard to the preservation of wildlife and water- 
fowl along those reaches of the Columbia River directly affected by the 
Priest Rapids Project; 

The parties hereto anticipate that the construction and operation of the 
Riest Rapids Project and its developments may have an effect on the 
wildlife and waterfowl in those reaches of the river affected by that 
Project, particularly with regard to the inundation of nesting areas for 
waterfowl, inundation of upland bird habitat and some reduction of 
winter graze for deer and other animals; and 

The parties desire to enter into this agreement in order to provide 
means of meeting the responsibilities of the District and to provide the 
means and facilities for mitigating the losses to waterfowl, upland birds, 
winter graze and loss of game habitat. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 

Section I - CONVEYANCE OF LANE 

The District agrees, within ninety (90) days after the execution of 
this agreemen t, todeliver to the Department its quit claim deeds in a statu- 
tory form conveying to the Department all the District’s right, title and 
interest in and to those certain lands shown in red on the map attached here- 
to, identified as Exhibit **A” 

T 
incorporated herein by reference, and more 

fully described on Exhibit “B uacbed beret0 and incorporated herein by 
reference; provided, hcrwever, said deeds of conveyance shall reserve to 
the District that certain flowage easement and aher reservations as are 
set forth on Exhibit “C’ attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 
After the delivery and acceptance of said deeds the Department shall assume 
full responsibility for t& lands conveyed thereby and shall use said lands 
only in a manner which will be consistant with the operation of the Riest 
Rapids Reject and its developments, and which will in no way interfere with 
such operation; -+ 7 )a( i1sy.92 4.2 

Section II - INITIAL PAYMENT 

In order to enable the Department to construct facilities, plant 
cover, plant feed and make such aher improvements to the area and do such 
aher things as will improve the game production and hunting yield of the area 
and mitigate against losses because of the reservoirs, the District agrees to 
make available to the Department an initial sum of One hundred fifty thousand 
dollars ( 150 000.00 

w 
Fifty thousand dollars ($50,000.00) of said sum shall 

be availa le uring the first twelve (12) month period after the execution of 
this agreement; Fifty thousand dollars ($SO,OOO.OO), plus any unused portion 
of the Fifty thousand dollars ($50, 000.00) available in the first year, shall be 
available during the second twelve (12) month period after the execution of 
this agreement; and the balance of the total of One hundred fifty thousand 
dollars ($150,000.00) shall be available during the third welve (12) month 
period after the execution of this agreement. The monies to be paid as above 
provided shall be @d to the Department upon the presentation of proper 
vouchers for expenditures made during the appropriate periods in accordance 
with the terms of this agreement. In the event the entire &e hundred fifty 
thousand dollars ($150,000.00) has not been expended at the end of the thirty - 
six (36) month period tht Department shall be entitled, nevertheless, to such 
funds in succeeding years upon presentment of the proper vouchers. The 
manner of expenditure of these funds and the budgetary requirements there- 
for shall be as set forth in Section V below. 

E-19 



Section Ill - LONG TERM PAYMENTS 
. 

In addition to the initial payment as provided in Section II above the 
District agrees to make available to the Departmat the sum d Twenty 
thousand dollars ($20,00.00) for each year beginning at the end of the third 
year after the execution of this agreement and continually until the end of 
the twenty-third (23) year after the execution of this agreement. Said monies 
will be ma& available during each year to the Department and will be paid 
to the Department by way of reimbursement for monies spent according to 
the terms d this agreement upon the preeentaticm of the proper voucher. 
The manner of expenditure of these funds and the budgetary requiremets 
therefor shall be as set forth in Section V below. fp L, I s = x toy--:. = Y L :, C -7 

Section IV - DEPARTMENT’S CONVEYANCE TO ‘IHE DISTRICT 

Concurrently with the delivery of the deeds from the District to the 
Department, in accordance with Section I hereof, the Department will de- 
liver to the District right of way easements over those lands and in the form 
set forth in Exhibit “D” attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Section V - RESTRICTIONS ON EXPENDITURES AND BUDGETS 

It is agreed and understood that the monies being provided by the 
District hereunder are to be u&d by the Department for the mitigation of 
game losses because of the maintenance and operation of the Priest Rapids 
Project and its developments, and for the improvement of game production 
and hunting within the general area affected by the Reject. The monies 
made available and to be reimbursed to the Department will be expended 
within that area outlined in red on Exhibit “E” attached hereto and incor- 
porated herein by reference, which area shall be referred to hereinafter 
as “the Area, ‘* or shall be expended as otherwise agreed by the District 
and the Department. At least thirty (SO) days prior to each anniversary of 
the execution of this agreement the Department will submit to the District 
its proposed budget in detail for the expenditure of the funds to be made 
available to it during the succeeding year (the budget for the first year of 
this agreement shall be prepared within a reasonable time after the execu- 
tion of the agreement). The District shall have the right to approve or 
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disapprwe said budget and the proposed expenditures as set forth therein. 
The approval by the District of the proposed budget will not be unreasonably 
withheld. In the event the parties cannot agree upon the but&et or items 
therein thm such disputed monies, at the election of either party, shall be 
submitted to arbitration in accordance with the provisions of Section XIII, 
Arbitratia. ItisrecognizedbythepartiesthatthespecUiCusesforthe 
monies tobe provided hereunder canna be intelligently set forth at this 
time in view of the changiq conditions which may be anticipated over the 
term of this agreement. However, it is the intent of the parties that the 
monies to be made available hereunder should be utilized in capital expendi- 
tures aimed to effect mitigation of game loss, irnprwement of game condi- 
tions and harvest and the imprwement of hunting and for tht necessary 
expenditures of operation and management required because of such capital 
expenditures. No expenditures will be reimbursed w the District unless 
those expenditures have been included in the budget for each year, or unless 
there has been prior specific approval of such expenditure by the District. 

Section VI - REPORTS 

The Department will, within sixty (60) days after each anniversary 
of this agreement, provide to the District a full and complete report of its 
activities within the area by the Department for the twelve (12) month period 
preceding such anniversary. 

Section VII - PUBLIC USAGE 

It is the intent of the &ties that the public owned lands within the 
area shall be made available to public hunting, fishing and other recreation, 
and the Department agrees that insofar as lands within the area under its 
ownership and control it will make such lands available to the public for such 
uses; provided, however, that the Department may, in its discretion, restrict 
the use of those portions of the lands within its control reasonably necessary 
for nesting areas, pasture and feeding areas, and it may reasarably restrict 
the use of said lands within its ownership and control as may be determined 
to be necessary for proper game management by the State Game Commission. 
Representatives of the District may enter in or upon any of the lands within 
the area under the ownership and control of the Department at reasonable 
times for the purpose of inspectitq the imprwements and programs being 
undertaken thereon; prwided, that such personnel shall not unnecessarily 
interfere with the Department’s game management program. 
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Section VIII - STRUCIURES 

The Department will na construct any water control structures nor 
any aher type of structure within the free-d areas of either the Priest 
Rapids or Wanapum development without the prior written approval of the 
District to the plans for such structures. After the completion of such 
structures the Department will maintain the same in good condition so as 
not to in any way interfere with the operation of either development, and if 
the District shall thereafter determine that any of said structures do, in 
fact, interfere with the operation of either of the developments the Depart- 
ment will forthwith remwe or relocate such smtctures in a manner satis- 
factory to the District. District personnel shall have the right to enter upon 
any of the premises under the ownership and control of the Department for 
any proper purpose in conjunction with the operation and maintenance of the 
District’s dams, reservoirs and associated structures. 

Section IX - USE OF DISTRICT’S LANDS 

Subject to reasonable regulation by the District for proper operation 
and maintenance of the developments and the Project, the District agrees that 
all lands owned by it in fee, bordering on the Priest Rapids or Wanapum reser- 
voirs, shall be open to free use by the public for hunting and fishing purposes 
in accordance with the policy of the District as adopted from time to time; 
provided, that the foregoing cwenant shall not apply with respect to any of 
the District’s lands, the right of possession of which has, or shall in the 
future be, granted by lease, concession agreement or aher conveyance to 
any person, firm or organization, and it is expressly understood that the 
agreement to allow free use by’- public of the District’s lands as above 
stated shall be and remain subordinate to the right of the District to grant 
exclusive possession and use to ahers, and shall be and remain subordinate I 
to the rights of such grantees under the terms of any conveyance, and sub- 
ordinate to the right of the District to sell or otherwise dispose of such lands 
free of any restriction herein. It is specifically understood and agreed, 
however, that the District, by making such lands available to the public, 
assumes no obligation with regard to the condition of said lands, and the 
District accepts no responsibility for loss or damage to any member of the 
public or any employee, officer or agent of the Department for loss or 
damage occurring to such person because of the condition of the District’s 
lands involved. The District reserves tlnz right to erect signs along the 
perimeter of its properties warning all persons that the use of said property 
is at the risk of the user, and that by entering upon the said property the 
user assumes all risk of injury, loss or damage. The District shall have 
the right to restrict access to those areas which it, from time to time, in 
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its sole discretion, deems advisable to close. Tbe District owns the lands 
described as the South one-half (S-1/2) of Section Nine (9), Township Fourteen 
(14) North, Range Twenty-three (23) E. W.M. in Grant county, Washington, 
which land is being held for use by the Washington State Parks Department. 
IfcomrqrapceafeeidlondisnamadetothtparlrsDepartmentwithina 
reasonable time after execution of this agreemen t, the District will convey 
the same to the Department upon the same terms as other lands to be con- 
veyed herein. 

Section X - EFFECTS OF COVENANTS HEREIN 

TheDeponmcntagrcestbatthcpeymeatstobemadcbytheMsaict 
herein, in compliance with cht District’s covenants contained in this agree- 
ment, are to be accepted by the Department as full and complete performance 
by the District of its responsibilities to the Department with regard to all 
wildlife and waterfowl, including, but not Limited to, ducks, geese and all 
species of waterfowl and all upland birds and all deer, elk, big game and 
fur bearing animals; and the performance in compliance herewith shall re- 
lieve the District of such responsibilities thereafter during the life and 
operation of the Riest Rapids and/or Wanapum developments, regardless 
of sooner termination of Federal Power Gommissi~ License for Project 
2114; provided, however, that nc%hing herein is to be construed to reduce 
or affect the obligations of the District under that certain agreement between 
the District and the State of Washington, Department of Game, dated Septem- 
ber 28, 1955 and September 30, 1955, as supplemented and amended by the 
agreement dated February 8, 1960. 

section XI - APPROVAL 

The parties hereto agree that this agreement is subject to approval 
by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service as far as the migratory water - 
fowl are concerned. 

It is further agreed that this agreement shall not be effective for 
any purpose until approval of this agreement has been received from the 
above named agency. The parties agree to cooperate in submitting this 

. agreement for such approval and to seek the earliest approval. 

The parties agree that the agreement will also be submitted to the 
Federal Fewer Commission. 
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Section XII - ASSIGNMENT 

This contract shall inure to the benefit of, and shall be binding 
upon, the respective successors and assigns of the parties to the ccmtract. 
No assignment or transfer of the contract shall relieve the parties hereto 
of any obligation incurred hereunder. 

Section XIII - ARBITRATION 

In the event of inability of the parties hereto to agree to any matters 
of fact to be determined within the term of this agreement, the matter in 
controversy shall be submitted to a board of arbitrators for decision, and 
such decision will be final and binding on the parties. If either party shall 
elect to submit a matter to arbitration it shall naify, in writing, the other 
party of such election and shall state the name of the person selected by it 
as one of the arbitrators. Within thirty (30) days after receipt of such 
notice, the other party shall provide, in writing, to the party initiating 
the arbitration, the name of the person selected by it as arbitrator. The 
two arbitrators so selected shall select a third arbitrator. If the two ar- 
bitrators shall na agree as to the third within thirty (30) days after the 
selection of the second arbitrator, either party may request the Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court of Washington to select the third arbitrator and 
the arbitrator selected by the Chief Justice shall act as the third arbitrator. 
The arbitration shall be governed by the laws of the State of Washington, 
and the cost thereof, including the fees and expenses of the arbitrators, 
shall he borne as determined by the arbitrators. 

. PUBLIC UTILlTY DISTRICT NO. 2 
OF GRANT CCNJNIY 

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 
DEPARTMENT. OF GAME 

ATI’ESI-: By 

By * . J- . , 
(Title) 
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The United States Fish and Wildlife Service hereby approves this 
agreement and agrees that the performanc ebytheDistrictofallofthe 
covenants by it to be performed in this agreement will constitute full and 
complete satisfaction by the District, not only to tlz Washington State 
Department of Game, but to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
with regard to any responsibility the Dstrict may have to the said United 
States Fish and Wildlife Semite with regard to the effect of the construction, 
operation and maintenance of the Riest Rapids Project upon migratory water- 
fowl; provided, however, that nahing herein is to be construed to reduce or 
affect the obligations of the District under that certain agreement between 
the District and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service dated November 
17, 19% and November 23, 1955, as supplemed and amended by the 
agreement dated January 21, 1960. 

UNITED STATES FISH AND 
WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Bv 
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SUPPLEMEKTALAGREEMENT &-‘c-. c 

This Supplemental Agreement is entered into this day of 18t 
- , 1964, byandbetween 

1. 

2. 

3. 

RJBLIC UTILITY DISTRIm NO. 2 OF =NT COUNTY, hereinafter 
referred to as “the District, ” 

and 

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON, DEPARTMENT OF GAME, herein- 
after referred to as “the Department;” 

Recitals: 

The parties hereto, on the 29th day of July, 1963, entered into an agree- 
ment relative to mitigation of losses to water fowl, upland birds, winter 
graze and loss of game habitat, which said agreement is hereinafter re- 
ferred to as “the Agreement** and is incorporated heiein by reference; 

By the Agreement it was provided that the monies to be made available 
thereunder would be expended within a specified area as set forth in the 
Agreement; and 

It now appears to the best interests of the parties and the public that a 
prtiqn of the monies to be paid by the District to the Department be ex- 
pen&$Jn--~S~s 0th thaw fhose sin the Agreement. . 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS AGREED, without in any way modifyi 
or the terms of the Agreement except mein set as t forth, 
lows: 

I 

The District shall immediately make available to the Department, 
from the initial sum to he made available to the Department under Section II 
of the Agreement, the sum of $118, CKIO. 00 upon the presentation of proper 
vouchers for the same to the District. 

Ix 

The Department shall use the said sum in conjunction with funds of 
the Department to exercise the option to prchase entered into between the 
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Department and Joe R Barker and Berneice Barker, dated October: 22, 1964, 
a copy of said agreement, entitled “Lease with Option to Rtrchase,” herein- 
after referred to as “the option Agreement, ‘* is attached hereto as Exhibit A 
and incorporated herein by reference; tha& more particularly, the funds 
hereinabove to be prodded by the District sImlI, with funds provided by the 
Department, be utilized to make the payment provided by Paragraph 2-A of 
the Option Agreement 

Ill 

The Department covenants and agrees that it wilI fully perform the 
covenants to be performed by it in the Option Agreement and that it will 
promply and with their own funds exercise the options and make the pay- 
ments specified in Paragraphs P-A, 2-B and 2-C of the Option Agreement in 
order that the Dzpartment may be entitled to fuII conveyance of the property 
covered by the Option Agreement in accordance therewith. 

IV 

The Department agrees that, .concurrentIy withthe conveyanc~of 
fee title to the Department by the Barkers under the Cption Agreement of 
the following described real property, it wilI convey and gran&’ without cost, 
to the District an easement over and aaoss alI of said lands for the con- 
struction, maintenance and operation of dimon and transmission Iines 
in the form set forth on Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated herein by 
reference: - 

Those certain lands situate in Qant Campy, Washington, to-wit: 
. . 

Parcel A 
.-of fractional Section 31, Township 16 North, Range 24 East, W. M., 

less right of way of Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad 
Company, 

(2) The Northeast quarter (NE-l/4), less the right of way of Chicago, 
Milwaukee, St. Paul and pacific Railroad Company, and the North 
half of the Northwest quarter (N-l/P NW-l/4) and the North haIf of 
the Sasheast quarter (N-1/2 SE-l/J), alI in Section 34, Township 
16North, Range24East, W.IvL; 

(3) All of Section 35, Township 16 North, Raqe 24 East, W. IvI., less 
the right of way of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific 
Railroad Company; 

(4) The East half of the Southeast quarter (E-1/2 SE-l/4) of Section 21, 
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Township 16 North, Range 24 East, W. M. ; 

(5) The South half of the South half (S-l/2 S-l/2); the North half (N-1/2), 
and the North half of the Sautheaw quarter (N-1/2 SE-l/4) of Section 
23, Township16North, Range24East, W.M., EXCEPTthatpart 
thereof included in Farm Unit 57, Irrigation Block 84, Columbia 
Basin Project, according to the plat thereof filed September 18, 1956, 
in Qant County, Washington: 

(6) The West half of the Southwest quarter (W-1/2 SW-l/4) aud the North- 
west quarter of the Southeast quarter (NW-l/4 SE-l/4) and the North- 
east quarter of the hthwest quarter (NE-l/4 SW-l/4) of Section 24, 
Township 16 North, Range 24 East, W.U, EXCmG THEREFROM 
that portion of the Northwest quarter of the Southeast quarter (NW-l/4 
SE-l/4) of said Section 24 conveyed to the United States of America 
by deed dated December 28, 1955, and recorded February 2, 1956, 
under auditor’s file No. 263499 in Grant County, Washington; 

(7) All of Section 25, Township 16 North, Range 24 East, W. M. ; 

(8) The North half (N-l/2); the East half of the Southwest quarter (E-1/2 
SW-l/4), and the Southeast quarter (SE-l/4) of Section 26, Township 
16North, Range 24 East, W.M.; 

(9) All of Se&on 27, Township 16 North, Range 24 East, W. M. 

(10) The South half of the North half (S-1/2 N-1/2, and the South half 
of Section 29, Township 16 North, Range 24 East, W. M. ; 

(11) The Northeast quarter of ie Northwest quarter (NE-l/4 NW-l/4) and 
the Northwest quarter of the Northwest quarter (NW-l/4 NW-l/4) of 
Section 36, Township 16 North, Range 25 East, W. M., LESS the right 
of way of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad Corn- 
pany; and less that portion lying South of said Railroad; 

(12) That portion of the Northeast quarter (NE-l/4) of Section 35, Town- 
ship 16 North, Range 25 East, W. U, lying North of the railroad 
right of way; 

(13) The Northeast quarter (NE-l/4) and the North half of the Northwest 
quarter (N-1/2 NW-l/4) of Section 32, Township 16 North, Range 25 
East, W. M., LESS the right of way of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. 
Paul and Pacific Railroad Company; 

(14) All of fractional Section 31, Township 16 North, Range 25 East, W. M., 
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LESS the right of way of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific 
Railroad Company; 

(15) All of Section 29, T~wrmhip 16 North, Range 25 East, W. M. ; 

(16) The Southwest quarter of the Northwest quarter (SW-l/J NW-l/4) and 
the South half (S-1/2) of Section 28, Township 16 North, Range 25 
EaSr, W.M., EXCEVTtheEaet363feez~theSarthegstquarteraf 
the Sartheaw quarter (SE-l/4 SE-l/4), and that portion of the South- 
east quarter~of the Southeast quarter (SE-l/I SE-l/4) lying South of 
the railroad right of way, and tk right of way for an irrigatioa ditch 
30 feet wide in the South half of the Southeast quarter (S-1/2 SE-l/4), 
and less the right of way of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and 
Pacific Railroad Company; 

(17) The Northeast quarter (NE-l/4) of Section 26, Township 16 North, 
Range 25 East, W.M.; 

(18) All of Section 25, Township 16 North, Rarrge 25 East, W. M., less the 
right of way of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific Railroad 
Company, and less that portion of the Southeast quarter of the South- 
east quarter (SE-l/4 SE-l/4) lying South of the railroad right of way; 

(19) The Southwest quart& @W-1/4) of Section 15, Township 16 North, 
Range 25 East, W. M. ; 

(20) The Southeast quarter (Z.:1/4) of Section 22, Township 16 North, 
Range25 Eaw, W.M.; 

(21) The South half (S-1/2) of Section 23, Township 16 North, Range 25 
East, W.M.; 

(22) All of fractional Section 19, Township 16 North, Range 25 East, W. M., 
EXCEPTING THEREFRUM that portion conveyed to the United States 
of America by deed dated December 28, 1955, and recorded February 
2, 1956 under auditor’s file No. 263499 in Grant County, Washingtcnv 

(23) AU of section 21, Township 16 North, Range 25 East, W.M.; and 

(24) Farm Unit 57, Irrigation Block 84, Columbia Basin Reject, accord- 
ing to the Final Farm Unit Plat of said Irrigation Block filed September 
18, 1956, under auditor’s file No. 278069 in Grant County, Washington; 

(25) The North half of the South half (N-l/2 S-1/2) of Se&on 28, Township 
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16North, Range24East, W.M;and 

(26) The North half of the Sarthwest quarter (N-1/2 SW-l/4) of Section 
34, Township 16 North, Range 24 East, W. M. 

V 

The Department further agrees that in the event the Disaict desires 
easements for the consauction, maintenance and operation of distribution or 
transmission lines over and aaoss any of the lands described in the Option 
Agreement which are leased by the Barkers and which leases are to be as- 
signed to the Department pursuant to the terms of the Option Agreement, 
the Department will consent to the granting of arch easement by the owner 
or owners of such land. 

VI 

It is agreed that the lands to be acquired by the Department under 
the terms of the Option Agreement will be subject to the provisions of Section 
VII of the Agreement. 

VII 

The Department agrees that it will consuuct within a reasonable 
time two additional boat launching facilities to permit access to the Wanapum 
Reservoir, the location of one of such facilities to be on the west bank of the 
Columbia River on the Department’s property in Chelan County, Washington, 
and the other to be on the east bank of the Columbia River on a site to be 
selected by the Department. .’ 

The Department agrees, upon the acquisition of the property as 
covered by the option agreement, to erect in at least two prominent loca- 
tions on the property signs indicating the participation of the District in 
providing the said lands for public use. The design and wording of the said 
signs will be submitted to the District for approval before erection. 

lx 

The Department will not consent to the assignment or transfer by 
the Barkers of the grazing rights reserved under the Option Agreement with- 
out first having obtained the approval of the District to such consent. 
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In all respects except as herein expressly modified the Agree- 
ment shall remain in full force and effect in all of its terms, and nothing 
herein shall be construed to accelerate any payments to be made under 
the Agreement except as specifically set forth above. 

PUBIJC UTILITY DISI’RICI- NO. 2 
OF GRANTCOUNTY 

‘IHE STATj5 OF WASHINGTON 
DEPARTMENT OF GAME 

ATTEST: By 

By 
(Title)- 
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I. PROJECT M 

Rock Island Dam and Reservoir Project (FPC Project 1943) 

II. PROJECT OPERATOR 

Chelan County Public Utility District (PUD) 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Location and Site 

The project consists of Rock Island Dam and two associated pouer- 
plants on the upper Columbia River near the geographic center of 
Yashington State at River Mile (RM) 453.4. The powerplants contain 
18 generating units with a corbimd output capacity of up to 642,000 
kw depending on the forebay elevation of Yanapum Dam downstream. 
Rock Island Reservoir which was forred by the dam, extends 20 miles 
of shoreline, and occupies a surface area of 3,520 acres. 

B. Authorized Purposes 

The project is primarily single-purpose; i.e., power generation. 
Provisions have been made to acccmodate navigation locks should the 
demand for upstream boat cwrce occur in the future. The project 
has limited capacity for flood control due to the configuration of 
the river channel on this reach of the Coltiia. 

C. Brief History of Construction and Operation 

The original project was authorized for construction under terns and 
conditions of the Federal Yater Power Act of 1920 (41 Stat. 1063, 16 
U.S.C. 792-823) and licensing authority of the Federal Power Cmis- 
sion (FPC) in 1930. Licensing for consturction was initially granted 
To Washington Electric C-any and later transferred to Puget Sound 
Power and Light (Puget Power). Puget Power cqleted the original 
dam and powerhouse in 1933 containing four generating units (Chelan 
PUD 1973). Through a lease agreernt with Puget Power, Chelan Public 
Utility District acquired the rights to undertake and complete 
installation of six additional generating units in 1953 (Chelan PUD 
1973 1. In 1956, the PUD acquired the remaining interests in the pro- 
ject except for portions of the transmission facilities outside of 
Chelan County (Chelan PUD 1973). A series of amen&nts (No's. I-16, 
inclusive) beginning in 1931 through 1968 have been added to the 
original license. In 1980, the original license expired requiring 
relicensing and amendments to include the second powerhouse, eight 
generating units, and a 6.1.foot pool raise. 
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0. Other Pertinent Data 

The project was originally constructed to provide baseload power gen- 
atfon. However, with expansion of the hydroelectric network on the 
mainstem Columbia, the project is and ufll be managed for peak load 
operation. Yith limited flood control capability and resewoir con- 
figuration, reservoir flow is fairly rapid. Hydraulic capacity at 
the dam is 220,000 cfs. The resewofr's normal operating elevation 
varies from 610.1 to 614.1 feet above sea level (f.a.s.1.) (US6S 
datum), and it contains a storage capacity of 113,700 acre-feet. 

The PUD has flood easements to elevation 620 f.a.s.1. on private 
p operty along the reservoir shoreline. The PUD has constructed one 
public recreation area on the Douglas County side of the project 
providing for boating, sufrlng, and picnicking facflities. The PUD 
is presently letting one recreation area out for bid, and three 
others are in the planning phase on the Chelan County side of Rock 
Is1 and Reservoir. 

IV. WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HADITAT ASSESSCZNTS 

A. Preconstruction 

Information on wildlife and habitat in the Rock Island Project 
vicinity prior to construction of the dam in 1933 is scarce. Dobler 
et al. (1978). in a page-by-page survey of The Yenatchee World 
newspaper (and its predecessor, The R ublic) ?rom 19UJ to 192d 

TdilXlWe. 
un- 

covered few facts about preconstruc on 

Pre-1923 newspaper references to wfldlife in Chelan County include 
mention of deer, cougar, eagle, wolf, lynx, pheasant, Hungarian 
partridge, coyote, rabbit, mountain goat, bear, bobcat, and beaver 
(Dobler et al. 1978). Chelan County was reported to be one of the 
best hunt-as in the State in 1905. 

Aerial photographs of the project area were taken prior to construc- 
tion of the dam by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE) in 1930. 
U.S. 6eologfcal Survey topographic maps made prior to 1933 may also 
be useful in deterrinfng prefnundatfon conditions. 

Early black-and-white photographs of some parts of the reservoir 
shoreline prior to inundation exist in the Rocky Reach Dam visitor 
center displays and in The Yenatchee Yorld files. Chelan PUD also 
has some mylar topographic maps which show topographic relief and 
elevation contours of the resewoir basin prior to inundation. 

P-3 



B. Postconstructi on 

No 1 nformatf on was found on the wf ldli fc and hrbf tat in tbe Rock 
Island project area for the period 1933-1972. Ripirfan habitat 
surround1 ng Rock Island pool was 1 nvcntori cd In the ml d-1970’s 
(CE 1976). Uildlffe inventories were fnftfated in 1973, as 
described be1 ou. 

Construction began on a second powerhouse at Rock Island Dam in 
1973. At that time, Chelan PUD contracted UD6 to conduct studies 
of wi 1 dl I fe and vegetation in the project area. These stud1 es 
were desf gncd to 1 nventory prc- and post-f nundati on ufldl 1 fe and 
habf tat, to be used as a basis for assess1 ng ufldli fe i-acts of the 
second powerhouse and subsequent 6.1.foot pool raise. The pre- 
flood study results were pub1 1 shed in 1978 (Dobler et al. 1978). 
The post-flood study results were available in final fo=January 
1984 (Foster et al. 1984). 

Dobler et al. (19781 estimated that 314 acres of land, including 191 
acres offan habitat, would be inundated by the pool raise. The 
pre-flood study gives estimates of wi 1 dlife populations using the 
impact zone (ufthfn one-half mfle of the reservoir) prior to inunda- 
tion. Uildlife found in the inundation zone are listed below. 

Upland Birds: 

Cal 1 fornfa qual, chukar partrf dge, gray partridge, and 
ringnecked pheasants used habitat in the flpact zone. 

Mourn1 ng Doves: 

Mourn1 ng doves al so nested 1 n the f-act zone. 

Canada Geese : 

Geese nested on the pool each year of the study. A 
substantial percentage of the goose nest sf tes studied 
were located below the raised pool level, although 
numbers of nests found in post-flood studies do not 
1 ndicate a decrease in nubcrs of nests after pool raise. 

Ducks and Coots: 

Ducks and coots al so used the pool for nesting. 

Nongame Birds: 

Red-winged and yellow-headed blackbirds were found to 
nest in sloughs off the main pool. The sloughs uere 
also used for nesting grebes. 
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Furbearers: 

Species found in the project area included muskrat, 
ml nk, otter, beaver, 
red fox, and coyote. 

striped skunk, raccoon, bobcat, 

Post-flood impact assessments by Foster et al. (19841 bear little 
resemblance to the pre-flood wfldlife use estimates of Dobler 
et al. (1978). 

Foster et al. (1984) concurred that approximately 314 acres 
fncludiniacres of riparfan vegetation, were inundated by th; 
pool raise. 
et al. 1984). 

Volume of rfparian growth decreased by 482 (Foster 

The variety of terrestrial vertebrates did not change sfgnificantly 
after the pool raise. Upland game, nongame, small maaal, pheasant, 
and dove abundance changed but not sfgnificantly after the pool 
raise. Data indicate that post-flood populations of yellow-headed 
and red-winged blackbirds are higher than pre-flood populations and 
that post-flood aquatic furbearer populations are healthy. Coyote 
and bobcat numbers showed declines that were not thought to be 
project-related (Foster et al. 1984). 

The number of Canada goose nests appear to have increased after the 
pool raise, and good production increased. No decrease in total 
waterfowl population by was indicated by the data (Foster et 
al. 1984). A recent goose nest survey by Fielder and Grove (19m 
zealed 67 nests along Rock Island Reservoir, the highest number 
of nests found since intensive suweys were begun in 1975. 

Foster et al. (1984) found that the number of dove hunters in the 
project area decreased post-flood, although the decrease was not 
necessarily project-related. The number of doves bagged per unit 
of hunter effort increased post-flood. Nuders of other types of 
hunters in the project area remained stable post-flood, although 
rate of harvest generally i-roved (Foster et al. 1984). 

Nonconsumptive wildlife recreation decreased in the project area 
post-flood (Foster et al. 1984). 

It is difficult to determine whether nu&ers of wintering bald eagles 
in the Rock Island area have changed. Aerial suweys conducted by 
the FUS and UDG since 1975 (and beginning in 1982, Chelan, Douglas, 
and Grant County PUD's) indicate an avearage winter use of 2.3 adult 
and 1.4 subadult bald eagles on Rock Island Resewoir (FWS unpubl. 
data). 
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v. UILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY 

A. Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

No mitigation has been requested or proposed for any impacts to 
uildlffe that may have resulted from the original construction of the 
Rock Island Project. 

The PUD and UD6 have discussed a tentative mitigation plan for 
impacts to wildlife that resulted from the second powerhouse. 
Proposed recrndations include: 

43 acres of habitat plantings .at Rock Island sloughs, 
with initial planting and subsequent maintenance to be 
the responsibilfty,of the PUD. 

Purchase and maintenance by PUD of approximately 116 acres 
at the mouth of the Uenatchee River for an interpretive 
natural area; development to include parking areas, nature 
trails, interpretive center, artificfal wood duck and goose 
nest structures, game bird feeders, raptor perch poles and 
nest structures, and l anagemeqt of vegetation for optimum 
wildlife habitit. 

Habitat improvement on the Swakane Habitat Management Area 
ufth labor to be provided by the PUD as follows: 

(1) up to 60 man-days of labor per year for first 4 years; 

(2) up to 16 man-days of labor per year for remainder of 
project license after first 4 years. 

York to be done on the HMA includes: 

(1) ~fnttallatfon and maintenance of 1,000 feet of irrigation 
. , 

(2) planting and maintenance of trees and shrubs for upland 
wildlife. 

Construction erection, maintenance and monitoring of 60 wood duck 
nest structures along Rock Island pool by PUD. 

- Construction, maintenance, and monitoring of 10 goose nest 
structures along Rock Island pool by PUD. 

PUD will conduct goose nest suweys for UD6 along the Rock Island 
pool using the same schedule that UD6 used during pre- and post- 
flood studies. 



Construction and maintenance of two upland bird feeders 
on Rock Island pool by PUD. 

Construction and maintenance of two raptor perch structures 
along Rock Island pool by PUD. 

Conduct of aerfal bald eagle surveys by PUD and the fish 
and wildlife agencies. 

B. Mitigation Agreements or Requirements 

Impacts to wildlife that may have resulted from the original con- 
struction of the Rock Island Project were never documented. No 
wildlife mitigation was required because 
Fish and Ui1dlife Coordination Act. 

the projectproceded the 

As of Uarch 30, 1984, no formal l ftigatfon 
powerhouse had been reached betueen wildlife 

C. Ml ti gation Implemented 

A total of bout 43 acres around the Rock 

agreement for the second 
agencies and the PUD. 

Island sloughs has been 
planted with vegetation to provf de food and cover for wf ldlife. 
Three 1 slands have been constructed for use by nesting geese in Rock 
Island pool, Several experirntal goose nest structures were placed 
on the pool.in 1976 (Paul Fielder, pres. cm.). Fifty-nine wood 
duck nest boxes have been erected and are being maintained and monf- 
tored. 

in 1983, 20 wood duck nest boxes uere erected along the 
resewofr (12 were used by wood ducks). In 1984, 39 
more nest structures were erected for wood duck nesting, 
bringing the total to 59. 

the PUD conducted goose nesting surveys along the reservoir 
in 1983 and 1984 to provide quality infomtion to UDG and 
USFIUS. 

the PUD coordinated and partially funded aerial bald eagle 
surveys in eastern Washington during the winters of 1982-84 
to provide quality data to H)G and USFIUS. 

the PUD erected 6 perch sites along Rock Island Reservoir 
and 6 at the Rock Island ponds. These have been used by 
bald eagles, ospreys, red-tailed hawks, marsh hawks, barn 
owls, saw-whet wls, great-homed owls, kestrels, qulls, 
kingfishers, flickers, and passerine birds. 
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VI. CURREWT STUDIES MD PLANUM 

6oose nest and bald eagle surveys continue on this project as 
does monitoring of wood duck nesting. It is uncettafn when 
final mitigation agreement may be reached.- 
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VII. APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - Study Team 

Uashington Departaent of 6aae - Jack Houerton, Gretchen Van Lm 

U.S. Fish and Uildlife Service - Ron Starkey 



APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination 

July 13, 1983 - Letter sent from 6iger (FUS) to Mason (PUD) 
requesting infonation and contact person. 

July 13, 1984 - Paul Fielder represented PUD at InfoFlrational 
meeting in Spokane. 

Late July 1983 - Response received to July 13 FUS letter from PUD 
identifying contact person, expressing willing- 
ness to cooperate. 

July 25, 1983 - Gretchen Van Lam (UD6) met with Paul Fielder to 
discuss status review. 

August 1983 - Ron Starkey (FUS) met with Paul Fielder to dis- 
cuss mitfgation status review. 

October 18, 1983 - FUS sent informal draft copy of status review 
for PUD review and cent. 

October 31, 1983 - Cmnts recaeived from PUD (see attached) 

Individuals contacted during status review: 

P.C. Fielder, Chelan PUD, Uenatchee, UA 
D.R. Eldred, UDG, Uenatchee, UA 
T.M. Lloyd, Washington Department of 6ame, Ephrata, WA 
6. Tillett, Uashington Department of 6ame, Yakima, UA 
C. McKay, Uashington Department of Game, Uenatchee, WA 
R. Mason, Chelan PUD, Uenatchee, UA 
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APPENDIX C 

Comments 
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DCP.ARTMENT Of CAME 
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. 
I. , : I:yi 

John Palensky, Director 
Divisioa of Fish L Yildlife 
~;nevI~lc,~uer A&infstration 

PGand. Oregon 97208 

ATTN: Jams Meyer 

Dear Hr. Palensky: 

b staff has reviewed the Mitigation Status Review Report for Rock Island 
Project. Our coaents follow. 

The reports state that information on pn-project conditions for Rock Island 
Project is scarce. Uashington Department of Same biologists and Chelan County 
P.U.D. biologists have, however, recently reviewed pre-project aerial photos 
and agree that riparian habiut was not well developed along the shoreline 1 n 
the project area. 

Studies uere conducted on Second Powerhouse part of this project and the 
attendant pool raise. lhese studies were funded by Chelan County P.U.D. and 
conducted by Washington Department of Game. 

The Department and Chelan County P.U.D. arrived at a tentative agreement on 
wildlife l ftfgation on this project but the agreement was not signed because of 
litigation pending in the Ninth Circuit Court. Final agreement on mitigation 
could be delayed until the final settlement of the l id-Coludia interim pro- 
ceedings on anadromous fish. Yashington Departwnt of &me and Chelan County 
P.U.D. are reluctant to separate fish and wildlife mitigation under the current 
proceedings. If the final l itigation agreement, as pertains to wildlife, is 
similar to that previwsly reached informally it would mftfgate wildlife dam- 
ages for both the origlnal and Second Powerhouse projects. 

We recrnd therefore, that action on this project by BPA and Power Planning 
Council be postponed until the Department and Chelan County P.U.D. have had a 
chance towork out an agreement. 
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3. Palensky 
zgyw;r 6. 1984 

If an acceptable mitigation agreeaent 1s executed in the near future, no 
further action will be needed. If agreement, however, can not be reached yt 
will recomend proceeding to the next step in the process under Yildl~fe 
Section of the Fish and Yildlife Program. 

Very truly yours, 

THE DEPARTVENT DF 6ME 

FRL:pr-b 

cc: Chelrn County P.U.D. District 11 
Marty Uontgomery, Uildlife Coordin8tor 
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June 11, 1984 

Mr. John Palensky 
Director, Division of Fish and Yildlife 
Bmneville Power Adainistration 
Department of Energy 
P.O. 8ox 3621 
Portland, Omgon 97208 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

As requested we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Uildlife Mitf- 
gatfon for the Rock Island D# and Reservoir Project, tifch was jointly 
prepared by the Habitat Resources Division of the Fish and Yfldlife Service 
(PUS) and the Uashfngton State DeparWnt of 6ame (WDG) under contract with 
the Donnevi 1 le Power A&i ni strati on. The fol louf ng represents the formal 
response of the FUS regarding the subject project. 

General Garments 

Ye have canpleted an extensive search of agency files and reference mater- 
ials, and find that we have no additional infomation with which to make 
corrections or additions to the subject report. Insofar as our resource 
1 nterests are concerned, we find the report to be complete and accurately 
written. 

Specific Cements 

It 1 s clear from the report's content that orfgi nal construction and opera- 
tion of the project resulted in adverse impacts to wildlife resources, al- 
though impacts to species of priority interest to the PUS are harder to docu- 
ment. There is soot evidence rhich suggests that the project has benefited 
certain species. Requirments specffled by the Chelan PUD's most recent 
1 i tense amendments and expansion of project faci 11 ties resulted in pre/post 
flood studies and implementation of a wildlife plan that #s endorsed by all 
affected wildlife agencies. The FUS has recently indicated acceptance of 
that plan. Ue do not be1 1 eve there is met1 t in seek1 ng further redress for 
wildlife species of concern to this agency in view of the PUD’s good faith 
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efforts in mcent years. However, we should point out that the UDG my not 
concur ufth our view and may ufsh to pursue further coqensatfon/enhanccwnt 
of resources under their purview. Should this be the case, the PUS will be 
supportive even though not actively involved in such efforts. 

Sincerely, 

James U. Teeter 
Acting Assistant Regional Director 
Habitat Resources 

cc: ES-Olympia/Moses Lake. 
UDG 
Chelan PUD 
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Colville Confederated Tribes 
P-0. Box 150 - Nespelem, Washington 99155 (509) 634-4711 

May 10, 1984 

Hr. John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P. 0. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Attention: Mr. James Meyer PJS 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

Our staff has reviewed the Project Report on the "Wildlife Mitigation 
Status Review" for the following projects: Chelan, Tumwater/Dryden, 
Rock Island, Priest Rapids/Wanapum, Wells and Chief Joseph Dams. 

We feel, at this time, that they present the wildlife mitigation 
situation fairly well. 

Sif+rely . __ 

/ 
-- Colville Bukiness Council 
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Public Utility District No. I of Cbelntt Colrlrty 
P. 0. BOX 1231 . WENATCHEE. WASHINGTON 98601-0011 l 15091 663-6121 

umy 1, 1984 

Hr. John Palerisky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P. 0. 0cr 3621 
Portland Chqon 97208 

Attention: Hr. James Meyers 

Dear Mr. Palansky: 

Enclosed are our commente on the “Wildlife Witiqatim Statue 
Reviews’ for the Chclan, Tmuoter/Dryden, Rocky Reach and Rock Island 
dmc6. 

Ye have no comments on the review for the Tumwater/Dryden 
projects. 

Our comments on the Chelan, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island project 
reviews are somewhat detailed. As a result, comments for each of 
these three projects are addressed separately. With these come&s, 
we have also provided supplemental information which, with our 
comments, six&d improve tht accuracy of the status reports. 

Our comments to the previous draft Rock Island Project status 
review m(section concerning pm-flood wildlife mmbers) were completely 
iqnored in this draft. We feel our c oments are an accurate critical 
review of that section (our wildlife bioloqist worked on that partic- 
ular pro,jcct for YDG) and ue hope our cements will not bet iqnored a 
6econd time ConcWfd~ this dreft. 
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. . . 

Hr. John Palansky 
May 1, 1984 
Page 2 

If you have any questions concerninq our c oments or need any 
additional information, please contact our Wildlife Bioloqist, Paul 
Fielder. 

Sincerely, 

ak 7zkJ 

.Dick Nason, Supervisor 
Fish & Wildlife Operations 

Enclosures 

F-17 



Rock Island Project 

4 IV. A. 12. This peraqraph should be eliainated because so much 
of it does not pertain to the Rock Island Project area and is 
thus misleadinq. Rock Island Reservoir foraa the extreme eastern 
boundary of Chelan County, a county which extend6 to the crest of 
the C86~8dc hWhin!B. Paraqrrph 2 describes wildlife in Chelan 
County, not the Rock Island Project area.. lo even mention the 
occurrence of such 6pecie6 as mountain qoatr, couqar, wolf, and 
bear in a report about the Rock Island Project ir mirleadinq. 

d IV. 6. 12. Postflood 6tudy rerults were available in final form 
in January, 1984 (a copy is enclosed for your inforaation). All 
references to Foster et al. (1983) rhould be chanqed to Foster 
et al. (1964) to reflectinZimation in the final rather than the -- 
draft report. 

IV. 8. (3. and sections on Upland Birds - Furbearers. The PlQ’s 
response to the draft Rock Island Hitiqation Status Report (your 
Appendix C), provided detailed cm t6 to these rections. They 
were all iqnored and the section6 of the final rtatm report are 
identical to the draft. Ye still maintain that these section6 
are very poor information and will re6tate our responses to thee. 
Ju6t because numbers uere used in a taport (Nobler tt 81. 1978) -- 
do86 not rake then accurate or biologically sound. If the 
number6 which the status report q&K&88 frocl Oobl8r et & (1978) 
were accurate, why did the final report (Foster et al. 1984) have -- 
to rework or iqnore that data? Our oriqinal response6 to the 
section6 Upland Bird6 throuqh Furbearerr still represent our 
feelinqs about these section6 and are listed below in the hope 
that they will not be iqnored a second time. 

Upland Birds: The fiqure6 quoted in your 6tatU6 report were 
taken for a rinqle corplete Count of Cen6us plotc. The data and 
technique were 60 6tati6tically questionable that bDC decided not to 
include them in the post flood report (Foster et al. 1984). Ye -- 
suqqest that wildlife nullber6 should not be Used because of their 
statistical unreliability. 

Mourninq Dove6 : The figures quoted in your ctatus report (from 
Dobler et al. 1978) are unreali6tically hiqh and not 6tatistically 
valid. An l veraqe of 6.67 acre6 were rurveyed for dove nestinq 
annually. One of the68 acre plot6 (an atypically qood one) 6upplied 
more than 58% of the dove nest6 (Dobler et al. 1978, XIV pp. f-5). 
This non-random 6ample. and small maple 6ize. biased dove production 
and population estimates. If data ia analyzed to coapenrate for the 
one 6arple plot that 6upplied over 58% of the production, the study 
area dove population is about 20,000 birds. 

Canada Geese: There were 43 nstinq attwpts per year (countinq 
renestinq), not necea6arily 43 pair6 of qeese nestinq. Ywr status 
report qive6 the impression that 68% of the qoose nestinq alorq the 
rerervoir wa6 lost by the reservoir u6e. Actually, durinq pO6t flood 
year6 (1978-1983) (compared to pre-flood years) the averaqe number of 
goose nests increase from 44/year to 47.7/year (1983 had a record hiqh 
of 67 nests), nestinq 6uCCe66 increased from 72.2% to 82.8%, l hd the 
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l veraqe number of qoslinqs fledqed increa6ed froa 188.5 to 208.7 
qoslinqs/year (Fielder and Grove 1983). AlwuBSJh the mc post flood 
report iqnored the6e data, it did l cknouledqe that qoose nestinq wa6 
on an increasinq trend throughout tha post flood period and thst the 
qoose production irrreated durinq the post flood period. So far thir 
year (19841, we know of 63 qoosa nests l lonq the reservoir as of our 
lact survey, 4/17/84. Your status report misleads the reader by 
iqnorinq these data. Thir section 6hould include the data from the 
UOG post flood report and Fielder and Grove’s 1983 report. 

Ducks rnd Coot6 6nd -ma Birda: The 8IWWl mean6 of 19, 130, 
and 130 pair6 of neotinq duck6, coots, and qrebeb, rerpectively, 
within the pre-flood project area is bssed on supposition only (Dobler 
et al. 1978). and rhwld not be included as valid data. The aethodo- 
loqy used in deterrininq these mnbem defy ths principle6 of modern 
wildlife bioloqy as ua6 thus not used by Foster ct & (1984). Ye 
m yw &let8 these m&em. 

Nonqare Birds : We cannot deterrine where your rtatwi report 
found ruch hiqh numbers of yellow-headed and red-&wed blackbird6 at 
the 6lOuqh6. The YDC port flood report showed that ktueen pre and 
post flood periods, yellowhead increased from 27 to 29.3 territorial 
roles and red-wings increased 6.3 to 9 territorial male6 at the 
tlOuqh6. Male yellow-headed blackbirds will include about 3 femsles 
in their territories. The nuaber of yellow-head ne6te is l bwt riqht, 
but there were no 81 “pair6”. The mnber of red-winged nests is not 
even in the ballpark. 

Furbearers: Ths estimsted uskrat population of 860 was based on 
technique6 so questionable that UDG did not try to replicate durinq 
port flood ctudies snd did not refer to it in their post flood report 
(Foster et sl. 1984). Actually, Dobler et al. (1978) used 2 different -- 
technique6 to estimste population. One arrived st a population of 58, 
the other at 860, a siqnificant ranqe. The YDC post flood report 
compares pre and post flood trapper hsrvest within the project area. 
Pre-flood trapper6 l veraqed 22.5 muskrat6 and 0.4 rink/trapper/year 
while post trappers averaged 34.1 uskrats snd 1.5 rink/trapper/year. 
Furbearer hsrvest usually reflect6 furbesrer abundance. 

3. IV. 8. remaining paragraphs. All reference6 to Foster et al. -m 
(1983) should be chanqed to Forter & & (1984). See our 
coment (2) above. 

4. IV. 8. 12, 16. The rWIllkr Of Canada qoose IBUtts hst not rersined 
“rtable” since the pool rise, but has increased siqnificantly. 
The pre-flood number of qoose ne6t6 l veraqed OQ/year (Foster ct 
al. 1984). Since the pool rise the Nr of qoose pest6 alonq 
the rerervoir has been 38 in 1979, 41 in 1980, 40 in 1981, 51 in 
1982, 67 in 1983, snd 63 as of April 17 in 1984 (Fielder and 
Grove 1983, Foster et al. 1984, Fielder 1984). This trend in the -w 
rYdcr of qoose nest6 seems snythinq but stsble. 

5. VI. 8. last paraqraph. Ye have enclosed a copy of the FYS unpub. 
data which this paraqroph refers to (Table 1). If yw look at 
the minima nu&er pos6ible for esch winter you will 6ee that the 
decreaee in winterinq bald 889186 referred to in thi6 paraqraph 
is 0.08 eaqles per winter. Based upon the transient nature of 
the ZOO-270 bald esqleo winterinq in eastern U86hinqtOn and 
recent chsnqet in wsterfoul distribution in eastern Yashinqton it 
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6. 

7. 

0. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

in porslblc th@t a decline of 0.08 eaqles per winter l lopq this 
rtacrvoir ray be statirtically significant. The rinilu number 
possible (Table 1) was hiqher durinq two of the postflood winters . 
than sny of the pre-flood winters. This is verified in Foster 
et al. (1984). Ye suqqest that VI 8. lsst psraqrsph, first -m 
sentence be chsnqed to indicate no significant chanqe in bald 
crqle numbers between pre and post flood years. Also, the 
rveraqe number of bald eeqles seen alonq this reservoir per 
winter has been 2. S adults and 1.4 rubadults (Table 1). hot 4 
adults and 3 subadults. 

V. A. recrmlrtion item 2. The proposal ,included approximately 
116 acres, not 130. Development within the interpretive natural 
areas would not include campsites. 

V. A. recomendation item 3. The trees ar;d shrubs to be planted 
and maintained would be provided by UOG. 

V. A.. recomnendation item 4. In addition to their construction, 
the wood duck nestinq etructures would also be erected, main- 
tained, and monitored. Thus fer, 59 have been erected and are 
beinq naintrined and monitored. 

V. A. The list of recommendations onitted the aerial bald eaqle 
surveys in eastern Ueshinqton which’ were coordinated by and 
partially funded by Chelan County P.U.O. 

V. 8. 12. Delete the last sentence. 7he PUD offered UDG a plan 
to settle wildlife ritiqation/enhancement concerns: 7hi6 plan 
was rejected by UOC who has decided to await the outcome of 
ii t iqstion now before the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals before 
considerinq to aqree to a mitigation settlement. 

v. c. The S islands are about 40’ x 300’ in size. These islands 
should not be considered “small” in size since they are larqer 
then the size recomehded by Ciroux (1981). 

In addition to the nitiqotion measures which this paroqraph 
indicates have hem implemented, several others should be added. 

- in 1963, 20 wood duck nest boxes were erected al&q the 
reservoir (12 were used by wood ducks). In 1984, 39 more nest 
structures were erected for wood duck nestinq, brinqinq the 
total to 59. 

- the PUO conducted qoose nestinq surveys slonq the reservoir in 
1963 and 1984 to provide quality inforration to WDC and 
USF&WS . 

- the PUD coordinated and partially funded aerial bald eaqle 
surveys in eastern Washington durinq the winters of 1982-83 
and 1983-84 to provide quality data to UDC and USFLWS (see 
letter from Tom Juelson, WDG - attached). 
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12. 

13. 

- the PUD erected 6 perch sites slonq Rock Island Reservoir and :._ 
6 et the Rock Island ponds. These heve been used by bsld 
l 8qles , ospreys, red-teiled houks, marsh hswks, barn owls, 
saw-whet owls, qreat-horned owls, kestrels, qulls,.kinq- 
fishers, flickers, snd passerine birds. 

VI. first rentence. The PUD hss been caductinq studies in the 
form of qoose netinq snd bsld esqle surveys and lorritmirrq wood 
duck nesting. Results of these studies cre peseed rlonq to WDG 
and USFaYS. 

second sentence. The PUD will be submitting to FERC sn 
:&bit S (Fish and Uildlife Mitiqstion/Enhmncement Plrn) for ths 
Rock Islsnd Project. This Exhibit S hss already been reviewed 
snd commented on by the resource 8qencies. The l itiqation plrn 
has been njectsd by UDG (see our comen t (10) above). As such, 
this lsst sentence should be removed 8s it seems sqreement msy 
not be rtsched soon. 
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I. PROJECT NAME 

Rocky Reach Dam and Reservoir Project (FERC Project No. 2145) 

II. PROJECT OPERATORS 

Chelan County Public Utility District No. 1 (PUD) 

III. PROJECT OESCRIPTION 

A. Location and Size 

The project consists of a dam and powerplant located at River 
Uile (RM) 473.6 on the Columbia River in north-central 
Washington about 7 miles upstream from the city of Wenatchee. 
The powerplant contains 11 generating units with a total peak 
output capacity of 1,273,OOO kw. Lake Entiat (Rocky Reach 
Reservoir) extends 43 miles upstream to Yells Dam (RH 515.5) 
and occupies a surface area of about 10,000 acres. 

B. Authorized Purposes 

The project is primarily dual-purpose with provisions for 
power generation and flood control. 

C. Brief History- 

The original project was authorized for construction under terms 
and conditions of the Federal Yater Power Act (FPA) of 1920 
(41 Stat. 1063, 16 U.S.C. 791-823) and licensing authority of 
the Federal Power Commission (FPC; now FERC) in 1956. The 
project was completed in 1961 with a total of seven of the 
originally planned 11 generating units installed. A subsequent 
araendment to the original license in 1971 provided for the 
addition of the four remaining generating units. Studies to 
raise the existing reservoir an additional 3 feet and to amend 
the existing license were initiated in 1979. Hauever, these 
studies were terminated in 1981 and expansion plans for the 
facility remain unknown at this time. 

D. Other Pertinent Data 

1. Water level fluctuation and timing 

The project uas originally constructed to provide baseload 
power. However, with expansion of the hydroelectric network 
on the mainstem Columbia the project is and will be managed 
for peak load operation. Hydraulic capacity of the facility 
is 220,000 cfs. The normal operating range of Lake Entiat is 
betueen 703 f.a.s.1. and 707 f.a.s.1. 
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2. Land Ownership 

The majority of the lands adjoining the project are under 
private ownership or control. The remainder are divided 
between the State, Chelan County Public Utility District, and 
the Federal Government. While some lands consitiute Indian 
allotments, tracing ownership back to Tribal members is 
difficult at best. Of the lands owned by the State, there is 
a total of four wildlife recreation areas acquired as partial 
mitigation for project-caused losses to wildlife. The PUD has 
developed another three parks which provide swiatning, boating 
access, and recreational facilities for the public. These lands 
comprise about 212 acres. Five other Exhibit R sites are 
proposed which encompass another 437 acres. The PUD has 
ownership of other lands adjacent to the project which are not 
under any specific uses at this time. The PUD acquired flowage 
easements over shoreline property when the project was 
constructed to an elevation of 710. While most shoreline areas 
subject to sloughing have been protected to prevent further 
losses of land and vegetation, there remains some sloughing 
where wfnd and wave action are particularly severe. 

3. Indian Rights 

None known. 

IV. WILDLIFE SPECIES MD HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 

A. Preconstruction Period 

Chelan PUO provided funds for Uashington Department of Game 
(YD6) and U.S. Fish and Yfldlife Service (FUS) to conduct 
studies of wildlife in the proposed Rocky Reach project area 
from 1955 to 1959. UD6 studies potential project impacts to 
upland game, big game, and furbearers, while FUS studies 
covered waterfowl and mourning doves. 

An estimated 4,049 acres were inundated by the project 
(Patterson 1961; FWS 1959). The majority of this acerage was 
irrigated apple or soft fruit orchards (34 percent) and grazing 
land (31 percent). 
grass, bunch grass, 

The grazing land had an understory of cheat 
and forbs with an overstory of sagebrush, 

bitterbrush, hawthorn, serviceberry, mock orange, buckbwsh, 
elderberry, clmtis, and birch. Scattered stands of ponderosa 
pine, cottonwood, juniper, dogwood, and willow were found along 
the river shoreline (Patterson 1961). 

Patterson (1961) estimated the prefmpoundment upland game 
population in the project area to be 500 pheasant, 1,600 
California quail, 
partridge. 

1,000 chukar partridge, and 70 Hungarian 
During the severe winter of 1955-1956, an estimated 

2,000 mrle deer used the impouncbaent area, demonstrating its 
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importance as big game winter range. Furbearer populations were 
estimated to be low. An estimated 30 beaver, 60 mink, and 
100 muskrat used the project area (Patterson 1961). 

Annual 1 oss to the harvest because of the project was estimated 
at 20 deer, 130 pheasant, 1,120 quail, 700 chukar partridge, 
and 49 Hungarian partridge. This 1 oss was estimated to be 
worth $30,106 annually (Patterson 1961). 

FUS (1959) estimated that 1,200 acres of orchards, providing 
excel lent mourn1 ng dove nest1 ng habitat, would be 1 nundated 
by the Rocky Reach reservoir. It uas estimated that a breed1 ng 
population of about 4,200 pal rs of doves produced over 20,500 
young in 1956 1 n these orchards (FUS 1959&i 

Waterfowl observed in the Rocky Reach project area were Canada 
geese, ma1 1 ards, pi ntai 1 s, go1 deneyes, mergansers, harlequf n 
ducks, and scaups (FUS 1959). 

FUS (1959) reported that a few pal rs of ducks and geese nested 
in the project area. UD6 biologf sts found eight active Canada 
goose nests during a survey in 1957 IUD6 files, Olympia). Geese 
nested on islands near the mouth of the Entiat River (FUS 1959). 
About 60-80 geese wintered 1 n the Rfbbonclf ff-Orondo area 
(FUS 1959). 

8. Post-Construct1 on Period 

Formal post-flood studies were not authorized for the Rocky 
Reach project. However, aerial waterfowl surveys and bald eagle 
censuses during the late fall and winter months have been 
conducted annually. During the period 1975-77, 36 monthly 
counts of waterfowl were aade. Peak numbers of waterfowl 
counted on these surveys include: 7412 ducks, 2875 geese, 
5 swans and 6876 coots for Lake Entiat (FUS, unpub. data). 
For this same period, an average of 15 mated pairs of duck were 
observed producing 12 broods and 60 young. Similarly, there 
were 33 mated pal rs of geese observed producf ng an average of 
four broods and nine young. 

FUS/UDG and PUD eagle survey conducted during the period from 
1975 through 1982 indicated an annual average of seven adult 
and four subadult bald eagles (Table 1.1 using the impounchent 
(Fielder and Starkey, 1980 unpublished data). Young (19831 
suggests the numbers may be higher. -FYS indicate a possible 
roost site near the mouth of the Entiat River; however, further 
work and documentation on actual overnf ght use 1 s required. 
Chelan PUD stud1 es durf n the winter of 1983-84 found no roost 
site here but did locate a roost near Earthquake Point above 
Enti at. 

Waterfowl surveys conducted on the ground inedi ately after 
construct1 on of the project showed little fapact to goose 
nesting success. The number of active nests fell to three 



the year the project was constructed but increased to 
prefmpoundlent levels (eight) the next year (WDC files, 
Yakfma). Impacts to other waterfowl from the project are 
more difficult to determine due to differences in sampling 
times and coverage in pre and postimpoundment surveys. A 
recent Canada goose nest survey revealed a total of 44 nests 
along Rocky Reach reservoir (Fielder & Grove 1983). Thirty 
three nests were found by Fielder in surveys conducted in 
the spring of 1984. 

Postimpoundment wildlife habitat was inventoried recently 
(USACE 1976). Sightings of several nongame species, 
including a golden eagle nest, are documented in the UDG 
nongane data system. 

C. Present conditions and Project Modifications 

No major operational changes have been made in the Rocky Reach 
project since its construction. Several years ago, Chelan PUD 
proposed raising the elevation of Rocky Reach reservoir by 3 
feet. Following study of the proposal, the PUD decided not to 
pursue the project. 

lapacts from power peaking operations on hydroelectric 
reservoirs have been studied in detail by Tabor et al, (1980). 
These impacts have been discussed in earlier recldatfons 
to the Northwest Power Planning Council. 

V. WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY 

A. Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

Patterson (1961) and FYS (1959) proposed the following 
mitigation for Rocky Reach: (1) funding of postflood studies; 
(2) acquisition and initial developent of replacen#nt habitat 
for deer and upland game; (3) protection and development of 
project lands with potential value to waterfowl; and (4) free 
public access, where feasible, to project lands. 

B. Mitigation Agreements or Requirements 

A mitigation agrewnt was signed by MD6 and the PUD on July 5, 
1963. The agreement specified that the PUD would provide 
$700,000 for the purchase of streambank access, public fishing 
and hunting areas, and deer and upland galre habitat. These 
areas were to be managed by MDG. 

C. Mitigation Implemented 

UO6 purchased three game ranges and three public shooting areas 
with mitigation funds provided by Chelan PUD. The game ranges-- 
Chelan Butte, Swakane, and Entfat--totalled 17,502 acres and 
later became part of the Colockum Habitat Management Area (WA). 
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The PUD funded 99 percent of the fee-title purchase‘of the 
areas. Public hunting easements were purchased on two privately 
owned areas--Blue Grade in Douglas County and Boyd in Chelan 
County. A MO-acre parcel along the reservoir in Chelan County, 
known locally as Gallagher Flat, was purchased by the PUD to be 
managed to NDG. 

VI. CURRENT STUDIES MD PLANNING 

Goose nest surveys, bald eagle surveys and winter waterfowl 
surveys have continued on this project being conducted 
primarily by the PUD and NDG. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - Study Team 

Uashington Department of Game - Jack Howerton, Gretchen Van Lom 
U.S. Fish and Ufldlffe Service - Ron Starkey 

APPENDIX B - Consultatfon/Coordfnatfon 

July 13, 1983 - Letter sent from Giger (FUS) to Nason 
(PUDI requesting information and contact 
person. 

July 13, 1983 - Paul Fielder represented PUD at 
informational meeting in Spokane. 

Late July 1983- Response received to July 13 FUS letter 
from PUD indentffyfng contact person, 
expressing willingness to cooperate. 

July 25, 1983 - Gretchen Van Lola (UDG) met with Paul 
Fielder to discuss status review. 

August 1983 - Ron Starkey (FUS) met with Paul Fielder 
to discuss mftfgatfon status review. 

Individuals contacted during status review: 

P.C. Fielder, Chelan County PUD, Uenatchee 
D.R. Eldred, UDG, Uenatchee 
Ken Tupper, UDG, Olympia 
R. Nason, Chelan County PUD, Uenatchee 
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APPENDIX C 

Comments 
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May 31, 1984 

John Pal ensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Yildlife 
Bonneville Power Abfnistration 
Post Office Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

ATTN : James Meyer 

Dear Hr. Palensky: 

My staff has reviewed the mitigation status review report for Rocky Reach Dam 
and Reservoir project. 

This project was authorized in 1956 and completed in 1961. The project was 
under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination kt which was awnded during the con- 
struction of the project. 

Chclan County Public Utility Disttict Wo. 1 funded the Department of Game and 
Fish and Yildlife 5ervice to conduct studies of fish and wildlife resources 
affected by the project. Even though the studies conducted on this project 
were not entirely adequate, the mitigation proposed for the project was pro- 
bably adequate to mitigate damages to most important species affected by the 
project (game species and furbearers). 

In our opinion, Chelan County Public Utility District No. 1 has met their obli- 
gations under the citigation agreerrnt to mitigate damages caused by Rocky 
Reach project. The fact that we did not request operation and maintenance 
funds for the mitigation lands acquired was an oversfte on the part of the 
agencies, and while provision of operation and maintenance funds for these 
mitigation lands would greatly increase benefits to wildlife, we do not feel 
that it would be appropriate to require Chelan County P.U.D. to provide these 
funds. It may be appropriate however, for Bonneville to provide funds for 
operational maintenance of these lands as offsite enhancement for other pro- 
jects. 

We conclude #at Chelan Butte, Entiat, and Swakane and other purchases have 
provlded significant mitigation for the impacts for Rocky Reach project. If 
any additional mitigation is warranted it would be for changes in operation of 
the project for power peaking operations which would probably be better handled 
as a part of a systewwide peaking and operations mitigation. 
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3. Palensky 
May 31, 1984 
Page two 

In conclusion we recomend that this project be removed froa the project list 
and Table 7 as per 1004(b)3 of the program. 

Very truly yours, 

THE DEPARTuEKl DF 6AHE 

Frmk R. Lockard 
Director 

FRL:pr-b 
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September 6, 1984 

John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish i Yildlife 
Bonneville Power A&in1 stratfon 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

ATTN: James &yet 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

Uhen we submitted our cements on Rocky Reach Project we inadvertently erred 
in our statement regarding funding for operation and maintenance of mitigation 
land. The statement aade in the last sentence of paragraph four on page one 
reads 'it say be appropriate, however, for Bonnevf lie to provide funds for 
operation and maintenance of these lands as offsite l nhanccnrnt for other 
projects." It should be changed to read ‘This deparbwnt be1 1 eves 1 t Is 
appropriate however, for Bonneville to fund operation and aaintenance of 
mitigation lands until the current FERC license expires.m. 

Ye still maintain that Chelan County P.U.D. has met Its obligations under the 
current mitigation agreement. This does not, however, satisfy all mitigation 
needs. To provide funds for operation and maintenance of ml tf gation lands 1 s a 
Ilust. Our current budget does not allow us to subsidize power development by 
funding operation and maintenance of mitigation lands. 

Uashfngton State &me Department strongly recoaends that BPA fund operation 
and maintenance for mitigation lands for this project until the expiration of 
the current FERC license. At that time fish and wildlife mitigation will be 
addressed as part of the FERC process. 

Very truly yours, 

FRl:pr-b 

cc: Chelan County P.U.D. District #I 
Marty Montgolaery, Yfldlife Coordinator 

G-11 



‘United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Department of the Interior Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692 

SO@ N.E. !tlulcnomrh Street 
Portland. Oregon 97232 

IJlhplV~TU: Ywr h&r..:. . 

June 11, 1984 

Hr. John Palensky 
Director, Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville ?ower Administration 
Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

As requested we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Wildlife 'riti- 
gation for the Rocky &ach Da and Reservoir Project, which was jointly pre- 
pared by the Habitat Resources Division of the Fish and Mildlife Service 
(FWS) and the U as ng on State Departncnt of ane (UD6) under contract with hi t 
the Bonneville Power Administration. -.The following represents the formal 
response of the RJS regarding the subject project. 

General Comments 

We have completed an extensive search of agency files and reference mater- 
ials, and find that we have no additional infonation with which to nake 
corrections or additions to the subject report. Insofar as our resource 
interests are concerned, we find the report to be complete and accurately 
written. 

Specific Comments 

It is clear fran the report's content that original construction and op- 
eration of the project resulted in adverse impacts to wildlife resources, 
although impacts to species of primary interest to the FdS have been harder 
to document. There is some evidence which suggests that the project had 
no effect on waterfowl, for example, possibly even benefiting certain 
species. Hhile we recognize that the Chelan PUD has done much to address 
wildlife impacts resulting from the Rocky Reach project, we believe there 
may be additional opportunities to enhance such species as migratory birds. 
Furthermore, we believe there may be opportunities to improve bald eagle 
use during winter months. Therefore, we recorxnend that the PUD, WDC, and 
FVS work together to evaluate enhancement/improvement opportunities and 
implement specific measures as set forth under the framework of the Horth- 
west Power Act (IMPA). 
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In addition, we strongly believe the cumulative and secondary effects of 
this and other Columbia River reservoirs should be evaluated. A principal 
focus of multiple evaluation should be the broader effects of operation 
of projects as a Ysystem', such as water fluctuations resulting from power- 
peaking, etc. The extensive development that has occurred along the Colm- 
bia River's flood plain has also cumulatively reduced a variety of nild- 
life habitats and related resources. Such developorent and related wildlife 
losses would have been considerably less without construction and operation 
of Rocky Reach and other major Colmbia River projects. In some instances, 
there may have been some net benefits to certain species/resources which 
need to be better identified. 

In conclusion, we believe no single agency or user group is responsible for 
the wildlife losses resulting from development and operation of the Rocky 
Reach Project. The proposals d;rtlined in this letter would be considered 
as "standard operating procedures" for evaluating new water development 
proposals under present State and Federal laws, rules, regulations, and 
policies. Unfortunately, these legal mandates which today provide for the 
protection of our wildlife resources were either nonexistent or in their 
infancy when the Rocky Reach Project was being developed. However, both 
the IWPA and the Power Council's Fish and Wildlife Program recognize this 
and together have given us an opportunity to correct our past mistakes. 
The Service is eager to move toward that end. 

Sincerely, 

l James H. Teeter 
Acting Assistant Regional Director 
Habitat Resources 

cc: ES-Olympiafloses Lake 
Chelan PUD 
UDG 
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Hey 1, 1964 

Hr. John Polansky, Director 
Divirion of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P. 0. Es 3621 
Portland keqon 97208 

Attcntic-• a.. Mr. James .Meyert 

Dear Mr. Psiansky : 

Enclosed are our comments on the ‘Wildlife Uitiq8tion Status 
Revicwc” fc,- the Chelan, TuauaterDryden, Rocky Reach and Rock Island 
bR6. 

We %V% no comments on the review for the fuawater/Dryden 
projects. 

Our coaments on the Chelan, Rocky Reach, and Rock Island project 
review3 are somewhat detailed. As o rewlt , c- ts for each of 
these three projects are addressed separately. Yith these comments, 
we have also provided supplemental information which, with our 
comments, should improve the accuracy of the 6tatw reports. 

Our toaamts to the previous draft Rock friend Project status 
review ‘(cection cancerninq pie-flood wildlife nukrs) were crletely 
ignored in this draft. We feel our cam6nt8 are 8n accurate critical 
review of that section (our wildlife bioloqist worked on that partic- 
ular project for WDG) and we hupc our coclamts will not be iqnored a 
second time cuncerninq this draft. 
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Mr. John Palrnsky 
May 1, 1984 
Page 2 

If you have any questions concerninq our comments or need any 
additional information, please contact our wildlife 8ioloqist, Paul 
Field&r. 

Sincerely, 

. 
G!& 7zLa 

.Dick Nason, Supervisor 
Fish & Wildlife Operations 

Enclosures 



Rocky Reach Project 

1. III. 0. 2. The PUD has developed 3, not 10 prrks (Lincoln Rock, 
Orondo, and Enti8t l lonq Rocky Reach Reservoir, totrlinq 212 
8cres. The Rocky Reach Dam visitor center (one of the Rocky 
Reach Exhibit I? sites) is actually downstream from Rocky Reach 
Dam and not along that reservoir. It tote18 78 acres. Five 
other Exhibit R sites, totaling 437 acres are proposed. 

-a 1v. A. 12. Mat is butterbrush? Hitchcock 8nd CronQuist (1973) 
list no such plant. 

3. IV. 6. 11. The S6 monthly watalrforl cquntr were durinq the 
period 1975-77. There me no data for 1976. Chelan PUD hss a 
copy of the FUS (unpub. data) referred to, 8nd we dis8qree rith 
the hiqh numbers presented in the rtatu8 report and the rthod- 
oloqy used in rrrivinq rt :thea. .Yhat the preparers of the +trtus 
report did ~8s add the number of waterfowl l een each rurvey for 
each year (i.e., Jan. + Feb. + Mar. + Apr.+ . . . . Dee). These sum 
totals were added together for each of the years 1975-77 and 
divided by 3 to arrive at a “annual uee” rwllkr of birds. This 
method is not valid, not professional, and reflects poorly on the 
qu8lity Of this St8tuS report. It risumes th8t the s8me birds 
were not seen from month to l onth. Usifq that technique, the 
more times you count them the more waterfowl you would h8ve. 
Wlterfowl often tend to remain in an are8 for more than a month 
at a time 8nd individuals would be counted in more than one 
monthly survey. To demonstrate how the above method misrepre- 
sents w8terfowl dat8, the hiqhcst number of wterfoul seen on 
anyone of those 56 surveys was 7412 ducks, 2075 Qeese, 6876 
coots * 8nd 5 SwOnS, about l/3 of the numbers presented in the 
otatus report. 

4. IV. 8. 12. Bold e8qlc survey dats fror 1981 8nd 1982 could not 
be Contained in 8 publicrtion dated 1980 (Fielder and st8rkey 
1980). It l 8y be better to reference held erqlt inform8tion as 
(fielder 8nd Starkey 1980, Fielder and Strrkty, unpubl. datai. 
Also, the bald erqle numbers referenced in this paraqrrph are too 
low (5 rdult Snd 2 subedult). Durinq 10 years of surveys, Rocky 
Reach Reservoir has aVer8qed 8 minimum of 7.5 sdult rnd 3.7 
subadult b8ld eaqles (Table 1). YOUnq (1983) SUQQeStS that 
beC8USe of the trclnsient nature of uinterinq bald e8qles. the 
number that 8ctually use Rocky Reach Reservoir $6 probably much 
hiqher. PUD bald erqle studies durinq the winter of 1983-84 
found th8t there is no niqht roost near the Entiat River mouth. 
There is 8 roost in the NW l/4 of Section 29, (about l/O mile 
from the reservoir) just above fsrthquake Point above Enti8t. The 
eoqlcs usinq the upper end of the reservoir roost ringularly or 
at the Wells Dam roost described by Fielder rnd St8rkty (1980). 

5: IV. 8. end of 13. In rddition to 1983 Qoose nest data (Fielder 
and Grove 1983). Fielder conducted qoose nest surveys rlonq Rocky 
Reach Reservoir in sprinq 1984 and found 33 Can8da Qoose nests. 
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k. xv. 8. 14. The USACE (1976) inventoried vegetrtion 8long the 
reservoir at least 8 years l qo, not tecentAy. Bec8uae of the 

-- a qrert rmount of orchrrd rnd resident ie1 develaQrnt which her 
occurred rlong the Rocky Reach Rerervoir rince then, we 8uggeSt 
that the uord “recently” be repl8ced by the phrr8e “8-9 years 
WJ-- 

/r: VI. The PUD has been conducting l everal studies which may 
related to wildlife l itig8tion along Rocky Reech Retrervoir. 
( A ) At YDG taques t , tht QUO conducted gome rmt mm~8 8lmg 
the reservoir in 1983 and 1984. T~K are more intensive th8n 
the “once/season” surveys conducted by WDC. These provide a 
bro8der 8cope of drt8 which can be used in ev8lurtinq reactions 
of ne8ting geese to the origins1 project 8nd qmrtim 8s well as 
future project modifications. (8) Chelen PtlD, 8s eel1 at Douglas 
end Grrnt PUDs, funded 8eri81 held ergle rurveys in eastern 
Washington during the winters of 1962-83 end 1963-84 when USFWS 
funding for these survey8 terrin8ted. The PUD funded surveys 
provide informstim on bald e8gle 8bun&nce 8nd dirtribution 8nd 
perch site use along the mid-Columbia which is v8luable in 
evaluating project i-acts end providing 8 dst8 bsse on which to 
l veluate future project rodific8tfons (ree letter from T. 
Juelson, UDC rttrched). (C) During the winter of 1983-84, the 
PUD conducted weekly waterfowl surveys along Rocky Re8ch Reser- 
voir (Fig. 1). These drte 8re further broken down into the 4 
segment8 of the pool to better estrbli8h baseline drtr on 
rel8tive abundance and distribution of waterfowl to evaluate 
imcts of project qmrrtions or future modificrtiono. 
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I. PROJECT NAME 

Wells Dam and Reservoir Project (PERC 12149) 

II. PROJECT OPERATORS 

Douglas County Public Utility District NO. 1 (PUD) 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Location and Size 

The project consists of Wells dam and powerplant located on 
the Columbia River at River Mile (RM) 516 in north central 
Washington 11 miles northeast of the town of Chelan. The 
powerplant was originally constructed with 10 generating 
units with a rating capacity of 81.5 MU each. Lake Pateros 
(Wells Reservoir) formed by the dam extends 30 miles 
upstream to Chief Joseph Dam (RM 545) on the Columbia, 14 
miles up the Okanogan River, and 2 miles up the Methow 
River. Surface area of the reservoir at full pool is 9,548 
acres. 

B. Authorized Purposes 

Primary purpose of the project is hydroelectric power 
generation with secondary purposes of navigation, 
irrigation, reclamation, flood control, recr-eation, 
wildlife, and municipal water supply. 

c. Brief History of Construction and Operation 

The project was authorized by terms and conditions of the 
Federal Water power Act of 1920 (41 Stat. 1063, 16 U.S.C. 
791-823) and licensing authority of the Federal Power 
Commission (now FERC) in 1962. During original construction 
only seven generating units were-to be installed; however, 
the PUD later decided to complete all ten. These units were 
increased in output capacity from the original 70.5 MU to 
81.5 MU in 1967. 

In March of 1981, the PUD made application to FERC for an 
amended license to raise the elevation of lake Pateros by 2 
feet. That amendment was approved in September 1982 and the 
reservoir raised accordingly. However, due to intervention 
by the Colville Confederated Tribes (CCT) over archeological 
concerns, the license was revoked and the reservoir lowered 
to its original level two months later. Once these issues 
were resolved, the amended license was restored and the 
reservoir raised once again in September 1983. The PUD 
anticipates installation of new turbine units mid- to late 
1985 and a resulting increase in generating capacity. This 
will require further amendments to the existing FERC 
license. 
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D. Other Pertinent Data 

1. Water level fluctuation and timing 

IV. 

The project was originally constructed to provide baseload 
power generation. However, this role is expected to change 
to peak power only as demand increases and expansion of the 
mainstem hydroelectric network occurs. Because of the 
reservoir configuration, storage capacity was limited with 
the original full-pool elevation of 779 f.a.s.1. providing 
300,000 acre-feet. With the 2-foot pool raise to 781, 
storage capacity was increased to acre-feet. 

Normal power drawdown was between 771-779. With the 
increase in reservoir elevation, the drawdown will now be 
771-781. 

2. Land Ownership 

Lands within the project boundary are owned entirely by the 
PUD up to an elevation 5-6 feet above full pool. These 
lands break down as follows: 

743 acres overlying the CCT reservation 
261 acres on Washburn Island 
252 acres managed by WDO 
877 acres non-Indian lands 

50 acres managed by State parks 
267 acres overlying lands owned by State parks 

Lands beyond the project boundary are in private ownership 
in Douglas County and divided between private and CCT 
ownership in Okanogan County. 

3. Indian Rights 

As noted above, the project overlies lands of the CCT along 
the east shoreline between the mouth of the Okanogan River 
and Chief Joseph Dam. At project completion 1,004 acres of 
reservation lands were inundated by Lake Pateros, which were 
used for various purposes and included a number of important 
archealogical sites. The loss of these lands and their 
past, present, and future uses were addressed in the 1982 
CCT intervention to license amendment. These issues are 
further discussed in the mitigation history section of this 
report. 

WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 

A. Preconstruction Period 

Article 43 of Federal Power commission (FPC) license number 
2149 (Appendix 1) issued to Public Utility district No. 1 of 
Douglas County (PUD) required the PUD to fund a study to 
determine the impacts of project construction and land 
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inundation on wildlife. Wildlife investigations on non- 
Indian lands were conducted by the Washington Department of 
Game (WDG) during the period 1962-1966. Results of the 
investigations are prssented in Oliver and Barnett (1966). 

Dominant plant species identified in the Wells Hydroelectric 
Project area prior to inundation included cheatgrass, 
bunchgrass, big sage, bitterbrush, hawthorn, serviceberry, 
mock orange, buckbrush, elderberry, clematis, and birch. 
Scattered ponderosa pine, cottonwood, juniper, dogwood, and 
willow were found along the shoreline (Oliver and Barnett 
1966). 

Wildlife studies in the project area made use of wildlife 
quadrat counts, call count-audio census, sight-frequency 
counts, trapping and tagging, sex and age ratio data, bag 
checks, and harvest data to determine seasonal wildlife 
population densities in the project area and to calculate 
the recreational value of each species. Transects were set 
up inside the area to be inundated ("in-pool" transects) and 
outside of the inundation zone ("out-pool" transects). 

Of the 5,542 acres that the PUD estimated would be inundated 
by the Wells Project, 2,620 acres were classified as range 
land, 1,035 acres as orchard, 1,145 acres as other 
agriculture, 100 acres as municipal, and 642 acres as river 
banks, woods, and brush (Oliver and Barnett 1966). 

From quadrat counts, Oliver and Barnett (1966) determined 
that for all species in all seasons for which density 
estimates could be obtained, the in-pool density was higher 
than the out-pool density. Streamside vegetation is 
important for upland game birds and mammals year-round to 
provide food and hiding and thermal cover. 

During the 1963 hunting season, about 200 hunters were 
contacted in the field in the project area and later were 
sent a project-use questionnaire. Seventy-six percent of 
the questionnaires were returned. From the questionnaire, 
Oliver and Barnett (1966) estimated that 1,502 mourning 
doves, 9,419 California quail, 1,274 pheasants, 433 chukar, 
144 hungarian partridge, 1,641 ducks and geese, 164 
cottontail rabbits, and 3 deer were harvested from the 
impoundment area during the 1963 season. The total in-bag 
value of this wildlife was estimated at $36,023 annually: 
amortized at 3.979% over the 500year term of the project 
license, the total value was estimated at $905,328.73 
(Oliver and Barnett 1966). 

A FWS study conducted in 1964 prior to formation of Wells 
Reservoir, estimated that 47,486 doves depended on the 
orchard habitat that would be inundated by the project. 
Dove use of nonorchard areas was not investigated in this 
study (PUS 1967). 
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The same study estimated that 6-10 broods of Canada geese 
were raised annually on the project area prior to 
inundation. FWS (1967) estimated that 90-95% of preproject 
waterfowl nesting habitat would be inundated by Wells but 
that the formation of new shallow areas and islands in the 
reservoir would partially offset this loss. Aerial counts 
in October 1957 showed 257 geese and 2,318 ducks using the 
preimpoundment area upstream from Brewster (FWS 1967). 

Oliver and Barnett (1966) concluded that inundation of the 
Wells Project area would result in the loss of 5,038 
pheasants, 22,168 California quail, 3,075 chukar, 69,275 
mourning doves, over 610 cottontail rabbits, and over 50 
white-tailed and mule deer. Annual harvest losses were 
estimated at 892 pheasants, 6,593 quail, 303 chukar, 101 
Hungarian partridge, 1,698 doves, 115 cottontails, and 2 
deer (Oliver and Barnett 1966). 

The results of the WDG preflood wildlife investigation 
received much criticism from the PUD. The report by Oliver 
and Barnett (1966) was submitted by the PUD to several 
biological consultants for review and comment. 

Remington (19691, a PUD consultant, felt that the loss 
estimates presented by Oliver and Barnett (1966) were 
inaccurate, biased, and excessive and that conclusions of 
the report were not justified by the data gathered. 
Remington (1969) stated that more stable water levels and a 
possible increase in waterfowl use of the new reservoir, as 
well as the fact that the reservoir shoreline would be open 
to public use were factors that would offet some of the 
alleged losses. 

Either (19681, another PUD consultant, felt that the quadrat 
method of censusing used by Oliver and Barnett (1966) was 
developed to compare populations in one area to those in 
another, rather than to estimate the total population of one 
area. He also felt that WDG damage claims for wildlife 
given by Oliver and Barnett (1966) were overestimated. 

Overton (19711, yet another PUD biological consultant, 
criticized Oliver and Barnett (1966) for basing wildlife 
loss estimates on hunting values and ignoring the esthetic 
value of wildlife. Overton (1971) questioned the 
methodology and statistical analysis used by Oliver and 
Barnett (19661, in particular the pooling of transect data. 
Overton (1971) estimated that the Wells Project resulted in 
the loss of no more than 1,200 mourning doves rather than 
the 69,275 dove loss claimed by Oliver and Barnett (1966). 
His calculation of dove losses was based on the assumption 
that nesting habitat was not a limiting factor on dove 
populations in the project area (Overton 1971). Overton's 
initial estimates of wildlife losses in the Wells Project 
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area were 133 pheasants, 2,550 quail, 185 chukar, 62 
Hungarian partridge, 1,200 doves, 164 rabbits, and 1 deer, 
with a total value of $10,370 annually (Overton 1971). 

Remington (19691, Imler (19701, Either (19681, and Overton 
(1971) all criticized the use of the hunter questionnaire by 
Oliver and Barnett (19661, claiming that the manner in which 
the questionnaire was worded and distributed and the 
statistical methods used to extrapolate the questionnaire 
data resulted in harvest estimates that were biased upward. 

fmler (1970) criticized the use of the quadrat method and 
the use of harvest figures from the severe winter of 1968-69 
by Oliver and Barnett (1966) as a basis for comparison with 
preproject harvest figures. In his report to the PUD, Imler 
(1970) cited possible benefits to waterfowl of the new 
reservoir and recommended that they be recognized as 
mitigating factors. 

WDG countered criticisms by the PUD and defended its 
methodology and study results in later testimony and 
documents (WDG 1972 and 1973). 

B. Postconstruction Period 

Post-flood surveys revealed that 4,680 acres were actually 
inundated by Wells Project, rather than the preflood 
estimate of 5,542 acres (FPC 1973b). Approximately 1,004 of 
those acres were on Colville Indian Reservation lands. 

No formal report was prepared on the results of postflood 
wildlife studies that were conducted after Wells Project was 
in operation. The information given below is taken from the 
testimony of WDG witness Oliver during an FPC hearing on the 
Wells wildlife negotiations in August 1972 (FPC 1972) and 
from FPC (1973a). 

After the reservoir was filled, the in-pool transects 
established by Oliver and Barnett (1966) were replaced by 
out-pool transects, and the out-pool transects were censused 
by WDG as before. For the period 1968-1972, wildlife 
densities were calculated for each transect. Pre- and 
postflood counts were compared to yield an estimate of the 
number of animals lost because of inundation. WDG claimed 
that losses were even greater than those predicted by 
preflood studies and revised its claim upward. WDG also 
cited a decrease in harvest of key game species and a 
decrease in hunting license sales in the tri-county area as 
impacts of the project revealed by Statewide harvest and 
license sales records. As with the preflood study results, 
post-flood loss estimates by WDG were criticized by the PUD 
as being excessive and incorrectly derived. Overton (1973) 
revised his preflood loss estimates as follows: 800 
pheasants, 1,220 quail, no chukar or Hungarian partridge, 
and dove losses that were compensated for by waterfowl 
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gains. The total value of the revised wildlife loss was 
$10,658 (Overton 1973). 

The PPC (1973a) concluded that neither the PUD nor WDG had 
presented any unassailable answers regarding wildlife losses 
on Wells pool. Further studies were rejected on the grounds 
that more time would be lost without replacement of game 
losses. 

1. Present Conditions/Operations 

Canada goose populations increased by 79% after the project 
was constructed (WDG files, Yakima). Diving ducks and coots 
increased from very few birds before project to 13,287 
divers and 27,459 coots after project. Either (1968) made a 
l-day survey in 1967 and another in 1968 of wintering 
populations of ducks in the project area. He estimated that 
game duck species increased 102-fold and nongame duck 
species 80-fold after the project (Either 1968). 

FWS aerial waterfowl counts conducted monthly on Wells Pool 
for the period 1975-78 showed an average of 12 mated pairs 
of ducks (including coots) with an average brood size of 4 
young out of a total of 6,000 ducks. The same surveys 
showed an average of ten mated pairs of geese with an 
average brood size of six young out of 426 total geese (FWS 
files, Moses Lake). 

There are twobald eagle winter roosts onWells Pool, one on 
the right bank about l/a-mile upstream from the dam and the 
other on the leftbank across fromthemouthoftheOkanogan 
River. Average annual bald eagle use on Wells Pool for the 
period 1975-1983 (averaged over a 6-month winter period) is 
40 adult and 31 young eagles (Fielder and Starkey 1980). 
Average golden eagle use is two adults and one young. 

Only one change has been made in the operation of Wells Dam 
since its construction. In 1982, the level of the reservoir 
was raised 2 feet from elevation 779.0 to elevation 781.0 
feet above sea level. No structural changes were made in 
the dam. 

In February of 1979, the PUD and WDG signed an agreement to 
conduct preliminary wildlife studies along Wells Reservoir 
to: (1) obtain information on the impacts and benefits to 
wildlife of the 2-foot pool raise and (2) recommend measures 
to compensate any impacts. 

McGee (1979) identified four native plant communities within 
two vertical feet of the pre-raised pool: (1) shrub-steppe, 
(2) riparian shrub, (3) conifer, and (4) stream terrace 
deposit. An estimated 138.6 acres of shoreline and island 
were to be affected by the pool raise. Approximately 115 of 
those acres had been periodically flooded by spring 
freshets. About 75% of the 115 acres was flooded every 
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spring: the remainder was flooded approximately five times 
since project construction. Twenty-four acres had never 
been flooded (PUD 1981). 

Wildlife dependent upon riparian and island habitat were 
expected to be most severely impacted (McGee 1979). About 
275 pheasants would be affected by the pool raise on 
Washburn and Bridgeport Bar islands: 35 pheasants would be 
permanently lost. Two percent of the quail, chukar, and 
Hungarian partridge population would be affected by loss of 
food and cover. This amounted to approximately 371 quail, 
54 chukar, and 12 Hungarian partridge (McGee 1979). An 
estimated 237 doves would be affected by loss of feeding and 
nesting habitat (McGee 1979). 

Sand bar resting areas used by resident and migratory 
waterfowl would be inundated by the pool raise. Some goose 
brooding areas were also in the inundation zone. Nineteen 
of 39 active goose nest sites were below the new pool level 
(McGee 1979). 

Diving ducks were expected to benefit from the pool raise. 
Bald eagles, owls, hawks, songbirds, small mammals, 
furbearers, deer, bats, amphibians, and reptiles were all 
expected to be impacted by loss of food and/or cover, but 
losses for these species were not quantified. 

The reservoir raise would temporarily increase the rate of 
erosion along the reservoir (PUD 1981). 

v. WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY 

Wildlife agencies and Douglas County PUD spent years 
negotiating wildlife mitigation for the construction of 
Wells Project. Many proposals were presented and rejected 
before a final agreement was reached in 1974. Because of 
the length and comlexity of the negotiations, ,many 
discrepancies exist in the mitigation documentation as to 
the actual proposals presented by WDG and the PUD. Most of 
the following information on Wells mitigation history was 
taken from two FPC documents: the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Wells Project (FPC 1973b) and the 
Commission Staff Counsel Initial and Reply Brief (FPC 
1973a). 

The first WDG mitigation recommendation was presented by 
Oliver and Barnett (1966). The proposal had four parts: 
(1) acquisition of and habitat improvement on noninundated 
land, (2) an interim program of acquiring hunting leases on 
private lands and providing game farm-raised birds to 
compensate for hunting losses while habitat improvement 
measures were taking place, (3) removing brush only to 
normal pool level rather than high pool, and (4) periodic 
evaluation of project mitigation. 
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In a Petition for Emergency Hearing filed with the FPC by 
WDG in 1971, WDG revised its initial mitigation proposal. 
The revised proposal asked for: (1) habitat replacement 
adjacent to the reservoir, (2) an interim relief program 
consisting of the annual release of 14,500 game farm 
pheasants on 4,800 acres acquired in fee by the PUD and 
given to WDG, and (3) payment of the costs of construction, 
operation, and maintenance by the PUD of a facility to 
produce 14,500 pheasants annually for the term of the 
project license. 

The final proposal by WDG in 1972 asked for: (1) a rearing 
facility capable of producing 11,660 cock pheasants 
annually, and 3,900 acres of optimum habitattobe used as 
pheasant release sites, (2) habitat improvement on off- 
project lands acquired by the PUD in fee and on 400-600 
acres of project land, and (3) a program to study, monitor, 
and evaluate the success of mitigation. 

The PUD's mitigation proposal was developed by Wight (1970). 
the plan involved: (1) leasing agreements with farmers on 
PUD lands which would require the practice of game 
management principles and allow hunting access on such 
lands, and (2) intensive habitat management on over 800 
acres of land on the Monse Peninsula, Washburn Island, and 
Park Island Point. The habitat development program included 
food strip plantings by lessee farmers, 28 miles of clump 
plantings, 7-l/2 miles of river border cover plantings, and 
fencing to protect plantings from grazing livestock. 
Feeding shelters, artificial quail roosts, and floating and 
platform goose nests would be established throughout the 
project area (Wight 1970). The PUD plan involved a total of 
about 1,700 acres within or adjacent to the project boundary 
(FPC 1973a). 

The FPC Staff (Staff) proposed a mitigation plan which was 
an attempt at compromise between the WDG and PUD proposals 
(FPC 1973a). Staff proposed an updated postflood census of 
wildlife populations as a basis upon which to measure the 
success of mitigation. The Staff plan recommended: (1) the 
release of 9,100 game farm pheasants annually on 3,033 acres 
acquired by easement and open for hunting, all costs to be 
borne by the PUD, (2) a habitat improvement program on 1,700 
acres essentially the same as that proposed by Wight (1970), 
and (3) a periodic evaluation program to continue for the 
length of the license (FPC 1973a). 

WDG's mitigation proposal was criticized by the PUD as an 
attempt to replace natural values (i.e., wild upland birds) 
with artificial values (i.e., game farm pheasants) (FPC 
1973a). The PUD was strongly opposed to a program of 
raising game farm pheasnts for "under-the-gun" release. 
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WDG criticized the PUD mitigation proposal for not providing 
any interim relief for hunters while habitat development was 
taking place. WDG also claimed that the PUD plan of habitat 
development was too experimental in nature and too costly to 
serve as the sole means of mitigation (FPC 1973a). 

In addition to WDG, the PUD also conducted negotiations with 
the Colville confederated Tribes (CCT) for damage to the 
fish and wildlife resource on Tribal lands as a result of 
the development of the Wells Project. 

Using data provided by Oliver and Barnett (19661, the CCT 
computed wildlife losses on Tribal lands and asked the PUD 
for $379.470.66 in wildlife damages based on these 
computations. 

The PUD felt the claim by CCT was excessive and responded 
with a proposal to paytothe CCTthe sum of $168,000 over a 
period of 10 years to be used for the development of 
wildlife habitat and hunting improvement projects on the 
reservation (see Appendix D). 

McGee (1979) proposed specific measures to mitigate wildlife 
losses expected to result from the 2-foot pool raise at the 
Wells Project in 1982. Briefly, these measures were: 

(1) ~;a;~is~ose nest sites inund.ated or eroded by the 
: 

(2) replace the grass strip at RM 517: plant a goose 
brooding pasture at RM 534; 

(3) repla'ce or preserve the cattail marsh on Washburn 
island: 

(4) construct and install artificial raptor perch sites: 

(5) replace riparian vegetation affected by the pool raise: 

(6) raise the pool elevation in September or October to 
avoid flooding aquatic furbearer dens during the 
reproductive period or during severe winter weather. 

Enhancement recommendations given by McGee (1979) included: 

(1) ;;;;;ruct islands for waterfowl and upland and nongame 

(2) construct sloughs and ponds for aquatic furbearers, 
waterfowl, upland game, and nongame 

B. Mitigation Agreements or Requirements 

FPC License No. 2149, Article 41 provides as follows: 
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The Licensee shall construct, maintain and operate such 
protective devices and shall provide such measures and 
facilities for mitigating losses to fish and wildlife 
resources as may result from project construction, 
alteration, or operation and shall comply with such 
reasonable modifications of the project structures and 
operation in the interest of fish and wildlife 
resources, provided that such modifications shall be 
reasonably consistent with the primary purpose of the 
project, as may be prescribed hereafter by the 
Commission upon its own motion or upon recmmendation of 
the Secretary of the Interior of the Washington State 
Departments of Fisheries and Game after notice and 
opportunity for hearing and upon a finding that such 
modifications are necessary and desirable and 
consistent with the provisions of the Act: 'provided 
further, That subsequent to approval of the final 
design drawings prior to commencement of construction 
no modifications of project structures in the interest 
of fish and wildlife resources which involve a change 
in the location, height or main structure of a dam, or 
the addition of or changes in outlets at or through a 
dam, or a major change in generating units, or a 
rearrangement or relocation of a powerhouse, or major 
changes in a spillway structure shall be required.. 

A copy of Resolution No. 3357, the wildlife mitigation 
agreement signedby WDG andthePUDinJuly1974isprovided 
in Appendix D. A brief description of the main points of 
the agreement is given below. 

The PUD agreed to pay to WDG the sum of $1,250,000.00 cash 
to be used for wildlife resources including the development, 
management, and acquisition of lands and propagation of 
wildlife in Douglas and Okanogan Counties within close 
proximity to Wells reservoir and the Columbia River and its 
tributaries. 

The PUD also transferred title to WDG the following 
properties: 

(1) Central Ferry Canyon - 1,569 acres 

(2) Foster Creek property - 1,025 acres 

(3) Indian Dan Canyon - 2,865 acres (plus lease on 
additional 1,400 acres) 

(4) Harold B. Vaughn property - 65 acres 

(5) Louise Reeve property - 14.0 acres 

(6) Bridgeport Bar - 105.0 acres 
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(7) Asmussen property - 22.0 acres 

(8) Bonar property 

(9) Williams property 

The PUD acquired and leased to WDG the property known as 
Washburn Island. WDG was given the right to manage wildlife 
resources on project lands surrounding the reservoir. 

In January 1970 the CCT signed an agreement with the PUD 
whereby the PUD would pay the CCTthe sum of$168,000 over a 
period of 10 years to be used for wildlife habitat and 
hunting improvement projects on the reservation (see 
Appendix D). 

In May 1970, the PUD and CCT signed another agreement 
(Appendix D) whereby the PUD granted the use of a parcel of 
land on the Okanogan river to the CCT as a wildlife 
management area. 

The PUD and WDG signed an agreement on July 19, 1982 (see 
Appendix D) regarding mitigation for the 2-foot pool raise. 
The agreement provided that the PUD would: 

(1) protect goose nest islands from erosion and raise or 
berm existing islands; 

(2) preserve the cattail marsh on Washburn Island: 

(3) establish a waterfowl feeding area at RM 517; 

(4) construct and install raptor perch poles: 

(5) replace 3.9 acres of shoreline vegetation: 

(6) replace inundated shorelands with- 10 acres of wildlife 
habitat plantings. 

An agreement signed between the PUD and CCT in November 1983 
set forth measures to protect and mitigate wildlife habitat 
on Tribal lands affected by the 2-foot pool raise (Appendix 
D). The PUD agreed to provide for the stabilization of 
water levels and preservation of wildlife habitat in three 
sloughs at Cassimer Bar by construction and operation of 
dikes. 

c. Mitigation Implemented 

Mitigation was implemented as set forth in the July 1974 
mitigation agreement between the PUD and WDG (see Appendix 
D). The lands transferred to WDG are known as the Wells 
Habitat Management Area (HMA). Monies received through the 
investment of the original $1,250,000 paid to WDG by the PUD 
are used to operate and maintain Wells HMA. Wells HMA is 
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operated primarily as an upland game bird and waterfowl 
management area, although the area supports a wide variety 
of other game ana nongame birds and mammals. 

Mitigation for the 2-foot pool raise on non-Indian lands has 
been or is being implemented as per the agreement signed by 
the PUD and WDG in July 1982 (Appendix D). 

Funds provided to the CCT by the PUD as mitigation for the 
original project were used for operation of the Tribe's fish 
and wildlife department (Steve Judd, pers. comm.). 
Mitigation for the 2-foot pool raise is expected to be 
implemented per the agreement between the PUD and CCT of 
November 1983 (Steve Judd, pers. comm.) (Appendix D). 

VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING 

No current studies or mitigation planning are underway at 
this time. 
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VII. APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - Study Team 

Washington Department of Game - Gretchen Van Lam 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey 

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination 

July 1983 - FWS sent letter to PUD initiating 
contact for mitigation status review. 
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July 13, 1983 - Jim McGee and Mike Erho of Douglas PUD 
attended informational meeting in 
Spokane. 

July 1983 - PUD indicated by letter that Jim McGee 
would be contact for mitigation status 
review. 

Sept.-Dec. 1983 - Several phone contacts were made between 
PUD and study team for purposes of 
gathering information for status review. 

January 23, 1984 - Mike Erho, Jim McGee, Gretchen Van Lom 
(WDG), and Ron Starkey (FWS) met to 
discuss status review. 

March 1984 - WDG made contact by phone with Jim McGee 
to notify him that draft status review 
was completed. 

H-15 



APPENDIX C 

Comments 
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September 6, 1984 

John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish 8 Yfldlffe 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 
Port1 and, Oregon 97208 

ATTN: James Meyer 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

My staff has reviewed the Mitigation Status Review Report for Uells Project. 
Our cements follow. 

Wells Project was authorized in 1962 and constructed soon after authorization 
Planning for the project included wildlife under Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act (FWCA) and Federal Power Comfssfon (FPC) [now Federal Regulatory Energy 
Comnfssion (FERC)] regulations. Douglas County P.U.D. funded the Department of 
Game to conduct studies to detemine impacts of the project on fish and 
wildlife. As a result extensive pre- and post-flood wildlife and habitat 
studies were conducted for the project. More complete wildlife and habitat 
information exists on this project than for most other Colubmfa River hydro- 
electric projects. 

Following completion of the studies, extensive negotiations yielded the 
agreement of July 1974 for mitigation on Yells Hydroelectric Project. This 
agreement included; 1) provision of approximately 7,400 acres of land to 
Uashfngton Department of Game in fee title and leases, for mitigation purposes 
and 2) provision of $1,250,000 for acquisition, development, operation and 
maintenance of mftfgatfon lands. The agreement also provides for renegotiation 
of operatfon and maintenance costs for mftfgatfon lands in the event of an 
extension in tfa#, renewal, or relicense of the project. 

In March of 1981, Douglas County P.U.D. applied for an amendment to their 
license that would provide for a two foot pool raise. The P.U.D. and 
Washington Departaent of Game signed an agreement in July of 1982 regarding 
l ftfgatfon for this pool raise. 
are befngimplemented now. 

Measures to aftfgate the pool raise impacts 
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3. Pale&y 
Sepfx&er 6, 1984 
Page two 

This agency feels impacts of original project construction, and of w pool 
raise have betn or will be mitigated by the measures agreed to in the July 1974 
and July 1982 agreements between the Public Utflf ty District and the Department 
of Game. The only major concern reaafnfng on this project is ml tigatfon of 
project operation for power peaking. This is a systu wide issue, however, and 
should be handled as such. 

The departaent will continue to work with Douglas County P.U.D. and other 
appropriate agencies and trfks to insure continued cooperation on wildlife 
issues. We therefore recamend no further actfon be taken by t!w Council or 
BPA on this project and that it be l llmfnated fma the project list as per 
Section 1004(b)(3) of the Program. 

Very truly yours, 

THE DEPARfnENl OF 6WE 

Df n&or 

FRL:pr-b 

cc: Mike Erho, Douglas County P.U.D. 
Marty Montgomery, Yf 1 dl ffe Coordf nator 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH ANDWILDLIFESEJZVICE 

: .Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692 
500 N.E. Multnomah Street 

Portland, Oregon 97232 

June 27, 1984 

Mr. John Palensky 
Director, Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Hr. Palensky: 

As requested, we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on ilildlife Miti- 
gation for the Wells Dam and Reservoir Project which was jointly prepared by 
the Habitat Resources Division of the Fish and Wildlife Service (FUS) and the 
Washington Department of Game (WDG) under contract with the Bonneville Power 
Administration. The follouing represents the formal response of the FWS 
regarding the subject project. 

General Comments 

We-have capleted an extensive search of agency files and reference materials 
and find that we have no additional information with which to make corrections 
or additions to the subject report. Insofar as our resource interests are 
concerned, we find the report to be cmplete and accurately written. 

Specific Comments 

It is clear from the report's conteat that original construction and operation 
of the project resulted in adverse impacts to wildlife resources, although 
impacts to species of priority to the FWS are harder to docunent. There is 
some evidence which suggests that the project has benefitted certain 
species--migratory waterfowl, for example. 

Even so, requirements specified in Douglas County PUD's license amendments 
have resulted in consummated wildlife mitigation plans signed with the MDG and 
Colville Confederated Tribes. The FWS acknowledges these agreements and 
supports their implementation. We do not believe there is merit in seeking 
further redress in view of the PUD's good faith efforts in recent years, and 
the fact that there appears to be little additional opportunity to enhance 
species of primary interest to the FUS. 

We should point out that the UDG may not concur with our view and may wish to 
pursue further cunpensation/enhancement of resources under their purview. 
Should this be the case, the FUS will be supportive even though not actively 
involved in such efforts. 
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Ue do strongly believe, however, that the cunulativc and secondary effects of 
this and other Columbia, River reservoirs should be evaluated. A principal 
focus of multiple evaluation should be the broader effects of operation of 
projects as a "system", such as water fluctuations resulting fran power 
peaking, etc. The extensive development that has occurred along the Colunbia 
River floodplain has also cumulatively reduced a variety of wildlife habitats 
and related resources. Such development and related wildlife losses would 
have been considerably less without construction and operation of Wells Dam 
and other major Colunbia River projects. In sane instances, there may have 
been some net benefits to certain species/resources which need to be better 
identified. 

In conclusion, we believe that no single agency or user group is responsible 
for the wildlife losses resulting from development and operation of the Wells 
Dam Project. Unfortunately, the legal mandates rJhich today provide for the 
protection of our wildlife resources were either nonexistent or in their 
infancy when the Yells Project was being developed. However, both the NUPA 
and the Council's Fish and Wildlife Program recognize this and together have 
given us an opportunity to correct our past mistakes. The Service is eager to 
move toward that end. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Regional Director 
Habitat Resources 

CC: ES, Olympia 
ES, Moses Lake 
Douglas County PUD 
WDG 
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Colville Confederated Tribes 
P.O. /Box 150 - Nespelem. Washington 99155 (50% 634-4711 

May 10, 1984 

Mr. John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P. 0. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Attention: Mr. James Meyer PJS 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

Our staff has reviewed the Project Report on the "Wildlife Mitigation 
Status Review" for the following projects: Chelan, Tumwater/Dryden, 
Rock Island, Priest Rapids/Wanapum. Wells and CS.ief Joseph Dans. 

We feel, at this time, that they present the wildlife mitigation 
situation fairly well. 

Colville Bukinrss Council 
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APPENDIX D 

Mitigation 
Instruments 
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PUBLIC UTILITY 
DISTRICT NO. 1 OF DOUGLAS COUiyfy 
. AND TIIE CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF 

THE COLVILLE RESERVATION FOR . . 
FISH AND WILDLIFE WTIGATION 

-. . -. 

THIS AGREEPENT, made and entered into this 26eh day of 

January . 1970, by and between PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT 

:O. 1 OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, WASHINGTON, 8 municipal corpo;ation, 

lereinafter referred to as the “District”, and THE CONFEDEPATED 

XIBES OF THE COLVILLE RESERVATION, by and through the Tribal 

ksiaess Council, hereinafter referred to as the “Tribe”, 

FITNESSETH: . 

. That for and in consideration of the mutual covenants 

me to the other the parties hereto agree as follows: 
. 

(1) The District was *ranted License No. 2149 from the 
. 

:ederal Power Commission of the United States of America to con- 

ttruct the Wells Hydroelectric Project on the Columbia River, and 

my reason of which a portion of the lands vithin the Colville 

Indian Reservagon have been ‘i&ndated and the title to propertie: 

lying below the Wells Project Boundary within said reservation 

tas been acquired by the District. There has been a loss to the . 
lribc by reason of said inundation and/or taking of fish aad 

rildlife and by reason of which the parties have negotiated an 
. 

rmicable settlement. . 
I 

(2) The District subritted its .oifer of ritigation for 

Fish and uildlife to the Tribe, which offer of ritiBation is 

rttachcd hereto, rarked Exhibit “A”, and by reference arde a part 

hereof. Said offer was accepted by the Tribe on the Sth day of 

December, 1969, by its Resolution No. 1969-461 entitled, “A 

Resolution Authorizing Acceptance of the Proposal of Public 

Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, Washington, for Fish 
. . . 
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-. . . 

‘.- l 

mas=Earrmr 
H-23 -a.“- 

clLym*.abm aA! 

- .I- - -. __. 

n M w-ma 

.-W--I 

. 



l . . . . 
. I . 

. . 
. 

. l 
. ’ *. 

. 

l 
. . . . . 

..- . 
. . 

. . . 
. . c 

. 
. 

: . 
Wildlife 

(3) 

Hitigrtion.” 

Under the terms of said, offer- and in kcordmce . . . 

8 thcmrith, the District 8grees to p8y to the Tribe for fishery 

.I 4 mitig8tion the sum of $tlS,OOO.OO, pry8ble 8t the r8te of 

6 
I 

$21,$00.00, the first p8Fnt to be within tventy (20) d8ys .- 

. . 

. . 

8 following the l %ecution of this agreement and 8 like 8mouat’on 

T JuIy 1, 1970, 8nd e8ch ye8i there8fter until he tot81 88ount of 

8 I $213,000.00 his been prid. Fun& in’ addition to $21,300.00 m8y’ . 

- . 
. . 

8 

id 

be m8de 8V8il8ble in my one ye8r With the mUtU81 8pprOY81 if 
. . 

both plrties, provided the tot81 p8y8ble for fishery mitigation 

11 under this rgreernt does not exceed $213,000 .OO. 

1% . (4) Under the terms of s8id offer 8nd in 8CCOrd8nCC 

18 therewith, thi District agrees to p8y to the Tribe for wildlife 

14 ritig8tion the SUR of $168,006.66, p8y8ble 8t thi r8te of 

15 $16,800 .OO, the firsi p8ymcn.t to be within tventy (20) d8yS fol- 

16 louing the execution of this 8greewnt 8nd 8 like mount on 

1'1 . . I 
July 1, 1970, rnd e8ch yc8r therc8ftcr until the tot81 mount of 

$168,000 .OO hrs been p8id.. Fund8 in addition to $16,800.00 ray 
. . . 

be m8de tVrif8ble in my one ye8r Uith the DUtU81 8pprOV81 of 

p8ities, provided the tot8I p8y8blc for wi.ldlife mitigation 

this rgrecncnt does not exceed $168,000 .OO. 

(S) This 8greeunt coas’titutk full compensrtion by 

m 
I 

the District to the Tribe for 8ny 8nd 811 d888ge to wildlife 8nd/ 

94 or fishery upon the Colrille Iadi8n Resevrtion urd the Columbia 

I . 

s 

U and Okanogm Rivers adjacent thereto 8s 8 result of the develop- 

98 ment of the Wells Rydroelcctric Project. 
1. 

. 

DATED the d8y 8nd ye8r in this rgreemnt rbove written. 

tiBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 
OF #)UGLAS COUSTY, WASHINGTON 
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CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE COLVILLE‘ 

RESERVATION . . . c 
% 

c t' 
BY ?%~azz- %LJ%A?-%. / 

ATTEST: lhrci8sc Nicholson, Jr., Chairhan 
. Colvillc Business Council 

l m8te SeC=t8Xy 
Colv~llc Business Council 
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.:. ---coLyILLE CONPEDERATED TRIBES AND P.U.D. 1so. 1 OF DOUGLM ANTY . - . . ; ; . - -. I .a. . . PISHERYANDUILDLIFEHITICATI~ 
. l . . 

. . . . . . . .Nitigation of Colville Tribal Sockeye Sn89 Fishery - . : . . 
: -. . . . . Introduction . - *' . -- . - _ :.-' '. * _ 

.* ,_ 
l - 

. 
5 

. 

w 
. . -Ia June 1969 8 report ~88 given to P.U.D. lo. 1 of Doug188 County 

by the bu8incss council of the Colvillc Confederated Tribes in which 
fish urd wildlife damager totaling 3606,163.Sl vert 8ttributcd to the 
Wells Dy~roelcctrfc Project. Of this tot81 $226,692,85 represented 
loss of 8 sockeye salmon fishery 8t the mouth of the Okanogan River and 
$379,410.66 rtprcrcnttd estim8ted wildlife d8m8ges. . ; . . - 

. . . -. . . . . . : . . 
-*s Bwis of Fishery Chin 

. -_. 
: i . 

i * . . 

. 
. 

. 
Prior to the filling of Wells Reservoir in the 8tfllllCr of i967 

there existed 8t the confluence of the Okanog8n and Columbia Rivers 
during the months of July 8nd August ur Indian fishery for sockeye 

The annual catch 8t this area ~8s estimated to range from 
'Firif 175 fish in 1963 to 5000 fish in 1947, 1948 and. 19Sl. 

.1/ 
. . After the Wells Rescrvdir ~8s filled the fishing art8 at the mouth 

;dr the Okanogan River was inundated preventing further use of the arc8 

for sockeye salmon fishing. Not only ~8s the fOrDa fishing area in- 
* Undated but the change froin lotic to semi-static conditions at the 

former confluence of the Okanoqzm and Colua&bia Rivers resulted in 8 

18ck of sockcyc salmon schooling in th8t 8re8. 

B&ground Information 
. 

In the stumer of 1967 Indian fishing 8ctivity below Chief Joscp3 
Dam was noted by Washington State Department of Fisheries pcrsonncl. 
A request for study fuirds to invcstigatc the magnitude of this new 
fishcry was received from the Department of Fisheries by P.U.D. NC. 1 
of DOUgl8S County. Funding WCS subsequently arranged for surveilance 
of the fishery during 1968 8nd 1969. The results of the 1968 invcst- 

. igation were included in 8 letter from the Department of Fisheries 
dated 3-25-69 in which & sockeye catch of 2SO0 fish 8nd A chinook catch . . 
Of 100 fish were estimated from sampling d8t8 collected during July 

_ -..and August 1968. . - 
. 

. . Douglu County P.U.D. in complirnce vitb Article 41 of the Federal 
. Pawr Camdssion License Do. 2149 h8s built urd is operating or fund- 

. . ing the oper8tion of vuious fish pusaga 8nd fish production facilities. . 'These f8cflitics were built 8nd 8re oper8ted to minimize the effect of 
. tha Wells Bvdroelectric Project on the fishery resources of the Columbia 

l River and t&ibutarier in the h'clls Project uea. Fish 18dders provide 
p8ss8ge 8t the dam for 8n8dramous fish species sp8tmipg~upstrcam fraa 
bh118 D8m. Dot8ble 8mOag the sevcral species rpawning~8bove Wells Dam 8re 

. - 'the 8ockeye salmon which arcend the Ok8aogan Ri~'to sp8wa above the 
.Unitcd St8ter and Canada border. . . . . 

. . ..*.a . . . 
- : . . . *- . . . 0. . . . . . . . . . .* . I* . . . 

. . . . g. q.e.t;f fy:tczf aPc4Me;ls 
. : 0 c k 9 . 
. &o P.U.D. NO. 1 of Douglrs County. 

.- ._ 
. . . . .-- . . .-. . -. 

. . 
. 

H-26 . 

. -. . - . i * . 
l 



-a 

. . 0. . :... . :: . . 
"Pish production facilities are oporatcd to sugmcnt natural 

. :. ; ,. production of Sumter chinook salmon and stcclhcad trout since part . . . : . . . * of the natural spaming area of these two species was inundated by . . . . -, ;;:.'thc Wells Reservoir. In addition rainbow trout are reared to catch- .*I. . *. able site for release into the tributary streams above ~~11s Dam as 'a =. :.. : .- "replacement for a vhitefish.sport fishery in the area inundated by . . ;*, . . * - . 
-,a . *- :: - the Wells Rcscrvoir. . . -... - ; - . .'... - . --. .: . 'e-.;,) . : .'; ._. .' .?“ ,. 

..-.:: . 
. . .-- I -., . . -. . . ;:.' . . : __ .- 

.- . . . . . . -_ - . .'I.. .** - . ._ 
:f> ". Prop0 sai foi Fish&v ktigation : :. t .:.- t;.-,i.;;: _. . . . . -. I-.'.... - ... .:. - 

. . . -_ y .i . . . . ...* ,- ..ic* . . . > -:. ':- ,.:g.: _. -_ ;-.:y i . --.. . '-L -. _. ..1:. ._.*_ -- . . . f .- ': . . . . . . . -.?.".;'. ;. 
2 -*q. I:.?. ..:- -I -It is iecogni'tcd that the fishery claim of the Colville Confederated. 
~ . . .: .:,; c 'hibcs . - i. -. represents the loss of a fishing area and not loss of fish pro- 
* . . . ._ 'duction. As stated previously fish passage facilities at Wells Darn :.* '..y. . . allow sockeye salmon as well aa chinook , coho and stcclhcad to pess the r- '."'.'dam and continua upstream to their spawning arcas. It is also recog- :,:; :;-.- . 
8. '. *. . . . - f. -aired that at present partial replaccmcnt, of the loss of the fish 
-a 1 : fonacrly caught at the mouth of the Okanogan, is being rcal+red by the . .': -', . . . . . . :, . . . new fishery developing at the baac of Chief Joseph Darn. Hhlle thus- 
t.-. -.: fishery is dependent on the-approval of the Corps of Engineers for Its 4 .*. _ w -5 .- existence, it is possiblc.that at some time in the future approval could 

..;: . . <.. be vithdrawn and the fishery would no longer exist. .:-. _. . . . . . . ..;. . . . . . e .- . . : . . . -.__ . . . . . 
. - . .: With these considerations in'mind ‘the 'District hcrcbi subaits the 

. . -'-following prooosal to the tribal council of the Colville Confcdcratcd . 
. . . * ~'.Tribcs for th& mitigation of fishery losses associated vith the construct- 

. . -. . ion of the Wells Hydroelectric Project. - . _. 
- -0. . . . _- -. . . i _. , ' '.*.. : --._ . . , .-'.- . .-.. ..-. Pishery Hitigation Proposal-Colville Confedc;dted Tribes . . . . 

‘..\ . . . 
-. . 

.: . ... . 1. .P.U.D. Do. 1 of Douglas County Gill make available to the Fish and . . . Came Fund of the Colville Confedcratcd Tribes, the annual sum of ., ._ . :: .. . . : p .. .. c . . . . - . $21,300.00 beginning July 1, 1969 and ending June 30, 1979. . . . . . . '.. . . .f -':.. 
-_ .' . ..' .,3. Said funds viii be used for the devclomomcnt of fishing l reas~dnd/ i . .;i.- * . . -. i { ; .! .. * or fishing improvement projects vithin.fhe bcundaries of the ' . . f - -. 5. -m _. ..-Colville Reservation. . . :. :. ..:', -. a. ;.'_.... -.,Vfi ,.....; --.:, - ; . .- . . I‘-,..,: CA 
-. i. -z 3.. Prior 'to July i of each year 'the Dirt&t and the Tribal Ckcil . . . -: ... of-the Colville Confederated Tribes or their appointed rcprcsent- . . ".... ;' . . . . '-atives vi11 meet to review the previous years program and to dis- : . . .-. . *..-. -.. *'a- -,....ouas the planned projects and expenditures for the coming year. -- . . ;-. . _. 
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. . ..- -. . P&c Three 

. - . . .:<.. MWvti- 

. . . . ‘.. . ; . . .;, - * . j ‘.’ ; 
. . .- .‘. 5 . - 

_:-. . . 

of Colvillc Tribal Sock& . . . . . . 
Punds in addition to $21,300.00 may be kc available iu any . . 

. *. . - ..*- - . . 6; - 
..v’: i . .,' .'I T *-. -; . . *ooe year vith the mutual approval of both pasties, providing the 
. . ...' . '-..*' total payable during the 10 year period of this agreement vi11 not '*... . 

..' . . ..-A' : . . : .'..' . . . . . . .::. . . * . . . . . ; . '..i 
;':+atceed $213,000.00. 

. *y> : y.. . . . . - . : . . i .; - . .I. . . .- 
:'.c,f- :: : '-7, I *- The implementation of the provisions -0f'this a&aman\ .konstitute$ 
i. ;. ,;r*t;: full compansation by the District to the Colville Confederated 

-.: 
a- l 

..- l . .-(. 
. . '.G .# . - >..q 
T'-¶Hbes for their fishery losses relating to em construction of 

*,2:: ‘;::':.thc..Wells Eydroclactric Project. .: .,I ,.... :- 
; .z. . :. . :-is ,fL- . ..: . : .-;.. ::: :. ! . . . . _, ._, '.-. . . . -'.'."*'r; -. i 1. .--.:;:.--.* -.:-I; ..5.. : 
:-: ;J*$ .;<-; - -'f W&gatioi of alville && &&fe Fl&;\~e~~~l~ -- ;: ,5,: -.; .'*.*..* i . :I .' ::'-I r: - 

. . . , _ ..t. ',; - :.:. .- . . -. . . i' . . 
.,.5,Y.s .a . .' , 
m-;.:l-:< . '-is & Wildlife Cl& . 

-:. . . 
r: . . . L.1.'. . . . . 

.* . * * ::'.::ii i-~::.>~~;[:*i,~:$f ;.~:l~~.:,;"~~~'~.l.',;' ': t:, . ,. 
.' . " . . . ..* . _ . .-. . . .- - ., . . . .._ 1 . : p.$. . .; : ;:- 

. . .: ..I 
. :* . . Arti& '43'Af Fede'ral Paver Co&;issiod'~Ceusa'RO. 2i49 provided 

. . . . *. . . . payment to the various conservation agcnciss for atudics ofathc cffcct ._.. . . Z.-i: . of the Wells Bydroalectrit Project 03 fish asd vildlifc. Included in 
. I f.. -8 -.. ..t$mse investigations were pre and post impounduant studies of wildlife 

-. . ".T Sn the project area. A report, Wildlife Studies in.thc Wells Hydro- .- . . . electric Project Area, prepared by the Departaant of Cane and covcrlng ..i'. 
.- . . 

i', 
tbe pm-impoundacnt phase of the wildlife studies was received by Douglas : . . County P.U.D. in January 1967. Included in this report vat a claim for 1. . ..: . . . damages to.vildlifc rctourccs which would be affected by the Wells P:oject. 

- -*.__- AS stated in this report the ilainmd damages represcntcd only locks . - Z'. on non-Indian lands, however, data vas given which would allow ctmpu- 
5*. tation of Indian losses in the sams manner. . -< . The information qivm in 
- this report provided the basis for the claim of the-Colvillc Confcdcratcd i_ . . . hibas for 5379,470.66 in vildlife damages. ._ I ‘. _ 1 .: 
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. ..: .Backgromd InfoAation 
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. . . . . . _ - .-a. . . hem &cipt of the Cam Depart&ant's report titled, 
. . 

Wildlife 
; 1. .-“f- 'Studies in the Hells Hydroelectric Projcct'Arca, the District has felt . . ::. - that conclusions concerning the effects of the Hells Proicct on wildlife . _... . . . : . -z -_ - ,were prFmaturc. Data collected during the pre-flooding hcstigz.tfons. _. :- . 9 vaopld have to be compared vith data collected during post-flooding in- 
. . *- . ' vestigations to Provide a realistic picture of the effects of the project . . . 

i : '. .- -a~ wildlife. This belief is supported by wildlife experts contacted at 'I' .*. . . ; - . institutions of higher learning in both b%shington and Oregon. Kectings ,I. -r; . . . betuucn personnel of the Departaent of Came and Douglas County P.U.D. on 
*. ., ._- - ,' .'.gaue mitigation have reached an impasse regarding the need for ccmparison 

_ . .,-.--. - of prc and post flooding studies to determine actual effects of the Wells 
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- --. . -1 1. " Project cm Gildlife. - if. :..-, . . : . .: - . 
. .f 

. .’ 

- y; y.. z - -.- In an attcsspt to resolve the problem of g8m mitigation to the satis-. 
.* . . . . . .f8&ion of the Department and the District and to msct the Districts 05- __ 
.:. -.; . -ligation toward the wildlife resources ‘af fectcd by the project arti independ. 
* : -. . . &at consultant vas given the task of cowacnting on the prc-flooding report 
.+ 'I- wabmitted by the Game Department, pointing out veakncsses in the report . . i - . : :-.. '. : . 8s well as strong pointa and developing a plan of vildlife mitigation 

- -.' Y..! wch could be presented to the Game Dapartaeat. .;.. - ._ _ _. . :. 
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of Colvillc Tribal'wdlifo Clai 
-. 

: -- .: , . . 

.'. -- 
. .-. ; w '. '..*. . . .-. . 

.'-' -, .._ 3; Prior to July 1 each year the District and the Tribal- councii ..C. -.‘, :- . . . bf the colvillc Confederated Tribes or their appointed represent- .-. =-. : 
-. _*._ .: 8tives vi11 meet to revicv the previous year's program and discuss 

. . . : the planned projects and expenditures for the caning year. . -!. > ,.# . 

‘-c 

. 

,, .- . . . . . 
. . , -. * :- 4)' 
. .: . *_ trioi to . ~~- 

- 

1 the yearly keting a list of planned l xpcnditurcs for 
.y:.. -.. oeveropment and improvement projects vi11 he submitted to the District . _-: . . . . -. - ':' :, =for review. . .' . . 

; .,.-- -: . ..-. .:,i..wm :.:;.I.. ;.'.. .-.: _ - 
-. :. ;-. - . . -- *:. '..'.S, 'The.District*s Biologist Gill be available tc assist the Fish and - 
; ( : : ., came Coamittec of the Colvillc Confcderated.hibcc in planning and . .' _.. .' *- .: . . . . .: . . . . ..- '. evaluating development and improveacnt -projects. . . . I .." 
T. . . . . . . . .:. t . . . _ * . - 

6.-"Fu~1ds.h1 addition to $16,&00.00 m&y be madi available in any. one : ._ i-1: ;"' 
' .C: .; 1 . 

I.?.: c . . . . . 6 year with the mutual approval of both parties, providing the total 
. .: .- . . *? c agr eemnt vi11 not exceed I . payable during the 10 year period of this 

: ;, ..:.. $168,000.00. .- :_ . . . . *. 0 ,.. . . -: - .: . . . .: : . . . . . . . . - *. .;. .:.. . + . . 
.* l . ‘.; '* 7.. ~hc implczaentation of the provisions*of.;his 8greeaMEnt constitutes 
* . -- a 

. : . -full compensation by the District to the Colville Confcgeratcd Tribes 
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*Surplus project lands showing promise for extensive.developm&t -. 
.:.--,.v ., I . . . . ...,.:*- ( -.f?r wildlife will be made, available for that purpose. _, . . L 

._. i .: _ * . - . . . 
:, :.:- . 1. .'. 5. Post-flooding investigations will b& continued in cooperation 

. 'ld . .- : - . .a- . . .--vii the District as a means for determining fair and final mitiga- 0; : . . . . . . . .- . .-. _- , .-..- _. -. 0: 0.'. . .:. ..;-. : . 
. . . , . . ..,-. , . -2. . : ..:.. - . . . -. *kop&al for Wildlife Hitigation on Colville Reservation' - 

- ;. . . . . 
. It is recognized that inundation of certain reservation lands bv . . . . . . .- the Wells Reservoir has resulted in changes that could affect wildlife . z .- .- - -8pecies in the Wells ?rojcct arca. In the case of waterfowl these changes 

;a. c . . .: -a8uld bc considered advantageous. 2-t the case of certain terrestrial 
..- - ‘forms such as uoland birds the removal of shoreline cover strips vould -\ -.- ._. _. -. andoubtedly bc hetrin&ntal cspccially during the time it takes for new 
- .* In the case of deer it is debatable vhcthcr -_ -grovth to becoma established. 
a.';: ., .i . or not these changes would seriously affect the deer populations in that 

. . . - '0 .- . . f . . : .,uca . .., .*. .;..<.;. : . . ..- _. 
..,.;:I 

. . . . :. ** .' .- . . 
-.. c ..' 'The' District feels ‘that the claim for game losses preschted by the 

- .-*:'i.;-Colvillc Confederated Tribes greatly exceeds the actual effects of the .- : . *'; project on wildlife on tribal lands. .;- Recognizing that the changes that 
. . -* '. . ,.have taken place on the tribal lands influenocd by the reservoir are in 

- . . . '.maae cases detrimental to wildlife populations the District proposes the 0' m -. I#. -:follouing mans of mitigating the effects of the wells Project on wildlife -. _-. . . .- .,,.. .; ,. . . .-.. . . ..L* - zy--~ . . . . a-.. a.* .+ldlife Xitigation PAposal-ColviIle &federated h&s . ' . 
-* . .-:- 

%--{& ..'P.U.D. 'No. 1 of Douglas Co&y vii1 make'&ailable to-'& ?ish'. - 
.- 

. . 
+.. .- ‘and 6ame Fund of the Colville Confederated Trihes the annual sum i .* . * .' . . : c.. . . .' -.. ----i. of $16,8pO.O0 beginning July 1, 1969 and endiag Jun$ 30, 1979. . :,..: . : .- '.. . : . . - -. . 
. ..- . -- 2. . . :; . .- Said*funds will be used for the d&lo&e& of wildlife habitat and 
8. f .'. . ..' ';' b-tin9 improve=nt projects within the houndaries of the colvillc 

- ‘.* 2. Beserwation. 
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RcsQ’-Ta1 l970-108 

EZ IT IiZiKX RXWED, by t!% Colvirlt a;lsincss Cdl, tribal -4 body 
of tl-32 C=r~~~:cxzt.< ~z2.c~ of S-.0 Colvlllo i:escnrotim, o:.trr;;blod Sn S3cIiJ( SefM.on 
at tic c'c~tt?.ilu Z:.'.f-in Gt:h?lrZC~, :'r?.C?Clm, \hSMZQtcIl, thitl3thdqof EmzH, 1370, 
e--t t:;z itkZCht3 ;.L?eS.kC LYT.2 ~:Z~LZJC tix.enaat n~zc.3mt bckmcn the Ccrfdezated . . 
Trlku c’ cm C:l’.Lll.c kcscm~~tic-n, \hs?Iirrn-Jm , erd P&lie UtiUty District No. 1 of 
DC%i-,kS CSZ ty is l~szJ-- Cily fsc~tcd and triad. 

r.:.~Co F;.Xs:Z, that the C5flcc-s of the Colv5lle slsirrss Canril arc hare- 
tfit)r c~-:*--.--‘--T-A to r.fS;ix tkrll ri.~turrs cn c&d Aqrcezaa .0,.--B..- tinb&slfoftheCon- 
feecatd ;=iLcg CL;’ iE;‘.o Coivllie i:*ScrvjtirJn, ilachh~. 

T;c forcritjf:i has duly cr--cd by t!x Colvillo ~~tfnrrs C0Wd.l by 6 V&f! Of 
21 ixzi; (J j..t:3f.:;‘z, \::iiLz i~uti-ari*~ chr,‘&e.=l in itrAicl0 V, Srticn 1 (a) of I52 Cm- 
&dtuUc:n or tt.e Cs;::c&mtr-d L.5k.s 02 the Colvlnc rk5cl?aticm, ratified & t2.a 
Colvillc Ix~?is CLa I~??rxry 26, lsa, crd agp*w& by the Caxasiw ai Irdbn 
Af-ftis cxa .'.pru 13, 13x. 

,~#+-rL3-~%?~~.~93 l 

l.:;u’ci:kc ~;ki,*9lscia, ;r., Li-abrsxa . 

ColIulcxGxzbessC~ 

-. 
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h - - . ;,.. . - -. . -.A 
AGREEPEiJi 
l a**********4a*** 

.- . 

THIS AGREEMENT, l 8de md entered into this &d8y of 

1970, by and betweed PUBLIC UTILITY DIS- 

S COUNTY, WASHINGTON, 8 l uaicip81 corpora- 

tion, herein8fter referred to 8s "District", ERVIN D. WOLLEY and 

LOBETTA C. WOLLEY, husband 8nd wife, herein8fter referred to 8s 

Tqlley", and the CONFEDERATED TRIBti OF THE COLVILLE RESERVA- 

ZION, herein8fter referred to 8s the "Tribe", WITNESSETH: 

The District entered into 8 Letter of Agreennt with 

the Tribe d8tcd April ZS, 1962, wherein it 8gretd to grant the 

re8somble use of the freeboard are8 on the Wells reservoir 

8djrcent to properties which 8t b8id tir were loc8ted within 

the Monre Irrigation District within the Colville Indian Rescrvr- 

tion, urd in which it 8greed th8t non-Indian owners would have 

the s8me right 8s Indi8n owners within s8id 8re8. 

Wolley was the owner of wb8t the District describes as 

Wells Tr8Ct No. 1127.0 and, in addition thereto, had leased for 
.* 

rany years property within the Manse Irrigation District. Wol Icy 

is repurchming from the District tb8t portion of Wells Tract No. 

1127.0 lying 8bove the Wells Project Boundary, containing 3.0 

8cres and by rerson of which repurcksc, n8SOn8bl8 use of 
. . 

cert8in flueboard 8r88 below the Wells Project Bound8ry was 

grlnted to them. 

This 8greem8nt is entered into betwnn the parties heret 

to m8ke a final settlement regarding any rights of the parties 

hereto to the use of freeboard 8re8 md which is in addition to 

those rights gmnted to Wolley by deed from the District coverin 

Wells 7r8Ct N?. 1127.0. 

NOW, THEREFORE, for urd in consider8tion of the mutual 

. . 
R-&m 

-m- 
. H-32 
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(b) to the Unitsd);;8tt;‘.;f Americ8, in trust 

for the Conftdtr8ttd Tribes of the Colvillt 

Reserv8tion and/or its assigns the lands 

4 I described in Exhibit "C" rtt8chtd hereto 8nd 
. 

5 by reference made 8 p8rt hereof, and s8id 

0 fretbo8rd land u8t is to be 8lloc8ttd to 

t Wells Tracts 1031.0, lOSl.OD, lOSl.OE, 8nd 
. 

8 1143.0 as per Resolution No. 1969-275 of 

8 the Business Council of the Confcdcrrted 

10 Tribes of the Colvillt Reservrtion. 

11 Ih8t tht frttbowd 8lloc8tioas set forth in the rbove 

2: p8r8gr8phS (8) 8nd (b) 8rt subject to the following reserY8tions 

18 8nd restrictions: 

14’ The “rt8son8blt use” - of the frtebo8rd 18nd as herein- 

15 before described is not 8n exclusive right to'use srid 

16 premises which shall rtm8in open to the public for the 

17 purpose of full public utilir8tion of such 18nds 8nd 

15 

I 
1S 

w8ttrs for n8vig8tion81 8nd rtcrt8tional purposes 

inckading fishing 8.nd hunting in 8ccordanct with Article 

SO 7 of the Ftdtr81 Power Commission License No. 2149; and 

II Gr8nttts sh8ll not construct 8ny buildings or structures 

ts thereon vithout first h8Ying received the written ptr- 

sa -' mission of the District. ~8soa8blt use thereof sh811 s4 
I s5 

S5 

n 

98 

a0 

include the right to phct 8 pipeline into the Wells 

reservoir for irrigrtion or domestic u8ttr but sh811 not 

include the right to construct ury pumphouse or struc- 

turt in connection therewith below the Wells Project 

Bound8ry without permission in writing frp8 the Dis- 

tric;. Use of s8id fretbowd 18nd sh8ll be consistent 

80 
I 

and in 8CCOrd8nCt with 8ny mt8sures or regulations formu 

18ttd 8nd/or ficilitits constructed by the District for 
Rrrrrm&rrna 

; -mu. . . *cu(kP.a-w 
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mitigating losses to fish and wildlife resources in 
. 

8ccord8nct with Article 41, 8s Wndtd, of Federal Power 

Commission License No. 2119. 

(31 This agreement shall be binding upon the heirs and 
. 

assigns of the parties hereto. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the pwtits hereto h8vt set their 

hands and st8ls the d8y and yt8r in this 8grttment 8boYt written. 

. 
. 

PubLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 
OF DWGLAS COUNTY, WASHINGTON I 

CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE COLVILLE 
RESERVATIOti I 

. . 
By’ --~~u.,-~.~z~‘~~~~ \.)rr , 

Barcis$e Nichdoon. Jr., Chainun 

AITEST: 
colvllle AULMSI Couucil 

. . 

R-&m 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON) 
) 88. 

. . 
i.. 
‘p-f OF DOUGLAS ) : 

2i :s,. ; 
..-:~.-..-*, ; olr this& d8y of y/. ‘, , .- . , 1970, before me, 

~*&nQtrsigned, mt8q Public in 8IId f the State of Wash- 
: z = 5 .!y’ a-:,x &*ian 5 duly comuissiontd 8nd sworn, pers~~8lly 8Dptrred )I(ICHAEL‘ 

-:.Sk< LLOYD YcLEAN, and HOWARD PREY, to Y known to be the 
tiridtnt, Vice President, 8ad Secrtt8ry. rts tCtiVely. of Public 

l-f% 
x 

District No. 1 of DOUgl8S County, W8s ington, the corporr- R 
t 8t executed the foregoing instrument, 8nd 8cknowltdged 

the s8id instrmtnt to be the fret and volunt8ry 8ct and deed of 
i CorporHion, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned, 
. 8nd on 08th St8ttd th8t they were 8uthorirtd to execute the s8id 

instrmtnt 8nd th8t the se81 8ffixtd is the corpor8tt seal of 

. 

. 

ati: - . ;a..: *. . ‘d 

U8shington. residing at .__ . 
c”,*f-( ( i. CL.4 L---k(- c 

I 

I 

so 
tl STATE OF WASHINCrfON) 

1 8. 
.n COUNTY OF /F/WJ~AN) 

On this :-f; ti d8y of fi’j,c,, (, H 1970, before UK, 
U tht’undersigntd, mtary Pubrfc inn 8nd for thg State .of Washinp- 

ton, duly coarrissiontd and sworn, ptrson8lly 8ppeared ~rccet- 

th8t executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged the said 
S6 instrument to be the fret and voluntary act and deed of s8id agent 

for the uses and purposes therein mentioned, 8nd on oath stated 
11 thrt they were ruthorittd to execute the s8id instrument. 

WITNESS my h8nd 8nd offici81 se81 hereto affixed the day 
86 and ytrr in this ctrtificrtt 8bovt written. . . . : 

‘* - 

. 

. > 
Rmvmrarmr 

-NY. 
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BXHIBIT 'k". 
:; 

l naen*e**** .- 
- 

All th8t 18nd lying between t';lt.norwl pool 
tltV8tiOn of 780.0 feet 8boVt mt8n St8 level 
md lying Westerly of 8 lint over 8nd 8cross 
6ovtrnmcnt Lot 6, 8nd Southt8st qu8rter of 

“the Southtrst qurrttr of Section 17, 8nd the 
North h8lf of the Northtrst qurrttr of Stc- 
tion 20, 811 in Township 30 North, Range 25 
B8st of the Willutttt Meridian, s8id lint 
being more pmticul8rly described 8s follows: 

Beginning 8t 8 mtrnder corner common tQ .' 
Section 16 8nd 17, s8id Township 8nd 
~ng=, on the Ok8nOg8n River, from 

. which the quorttr corner common to s8id 
Sections 16 8nd 17 (8n iron pipe) bt8rs 
S 00°48’S2** E, 1122.00 feet; thence S 
00~48'32" E, 376f.OS feet along soid 
line to section corner common to Sections 
16, 17, 20, 8nd 21; thence S 00°53’ll** E, 
1070.00 feet, more or less; thence S 
69°07'00*' W, 600.00 fact, more or less, 
to the ttrmin81 point of this description. 

EXHIBIT "B** 
. - 

. - 

All th8t 18nd lying between the norm81 pool tlt- 
r8tion of 780.0 feet above se8 level 8nd lying 
westerly of 8 lint OYer 8nd 8CrOss Government 
Lots 6, 7 8nd 8, 8nd the Southeast qurrter of 
the Sputht8st qrurter of Section 17, Township 
30 North, R8ngt 25 E8st of the Will8rtttt 
Wtridi8n, 8nd the North h8lf of the Northeast 

, qu8rttr 8nd Government Lot 9, Section 20, 
Township 30 North, Range 2S E8st of the Will8- 
matte Heridi8n, Okanog8n County, Wishington, 
s8id line being more p8rticulPrly described 
88 follows: 

. 
. Beginning 8t 8 point on the mt8ndtr lint 

of the Oltnnog8n River from which the 
: Southwest corner of the Southeast qu8rter 

of the Southe8st qu8rter of s8id Section 
17 (8 br8SS c8p) bt8rt S 00*43t49** E, 
tS43.Sf feet; thence S 00°43*49” E, 1227.29 
feet; thence N 6VS9'47" E, 1319.54 feet 
to the R8st bound8ry line of s8id Section 17; 
thence 8long s8id E8st boundwy lint S 
00*48’32’* E, 1321.S2 feet to 8 section 
corner Common to Sections 16, 17, 20, 8nd 
21 (8 found iron pipe); thence S 00°S3~11*’ 
E, 2100 feet, more or less, to the normal 

v 
tltv8tion of 780.0 feet above St8 

.tYtl 8nd terminal point of this description. 
#. . . . 

. l 
mawaaaarrr 
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6overmcnt Lots 6, i, and 8, &ion 17, 
Township SO North, Range 25 East of the 

. Willuttte Meridian, Okanogan County, . 
Washington,-lying above the normal pool 

l l levatioa of 760.0 feet dove 8e8n se8 
lwel. . - . 
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RESOLDTfON NO. AZ57 
A RESOLUTION AUTHORItING THE EXECUTION OF AN 
AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE DISTRICT AND THE STATE 
OF WASHINGION DEPARTMENT OF CAME FOR WILDLIFE 
MITIGATION 

l 

. RECITALS: 
, l - 

(1) Tbt construction of the Wells Hydroelectric Projtc 

by the District hs affected wildlife resources within the Projcc 

area on the Columbi8 River md its tributmits, The District 

aad the St8tt of Washington Dep8rtmtat of Gart have ntgoti8ted 
s 

over ta txttndtd period of time ia an effort fo reach an 8grctmeI 

8s to the District's obligation to Game 8s required by the Dis- 

trict's Federal Power Comnission License No. 2149. 

(2) The District desires to enter into 8n 8greement 

with the St8tt of W8shiagtoa Dep8rtmtnt of Cart in order to dtfil 

the rtspoasibilitits 8nd oblig8tioas of the District 8nd C8me fol 

the period of the Ftdtr81 Power Cbtission License in regsr;f to 

mitig8ting losses to wildlife resources. An agreement has been 

prepsred which sets forth s negotiated settlement and defines tht 

rerponsibili.tits of the District and Came. S8id 8greertnt h8s 

been signed by C8rl N. Croust, the Director of the St8te of 

V8shington Dep8rtment of tire, aad 8pprored by l n Assisturt 

Attorney Geatr81. District personae1 8nd its 8ttoratys strongly 

believe that it is in the best interests of the District th8t it 

execute s8id 8grtement, 8 copy of which is 8tt8ched to this 

resolution. 

m, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVkD th8t the Commission of 

the District is hereby 8othorired to txtcutt 8a 8greemcnt d8ted 

July ,A, 1974, between the District and the State of W8shington 

Dep8rtment of Cme, 8 copy of which Is 8tt8chtd to this resolu- 

tion. Said agreement provides for the ritig8tion of wildlife . 

. . . . . : B-&am= 
_---a- 
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11 
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14 

l5 

16 

17 

18 

19 

a0 

21 

21 

'a 

24 

a 

)1 

.il 

a 

.2! 

3 

81 

resources affected 

. 

b the Wells Hydroelectric Project and defines 

the rtspoasibil~tits of the Departmeat of Gut and the District 

in relation to mitigation programs and procedures. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the District is empowered 

md directed to pay to the State of Washington Department of 

C8me the 8mounts of money set forth in said agreement and to 

trmsfer title to the properties set forth in the agreement, as 

well 8s effect 811 other provisions in said agreement. . 
UNANIMWSLY ADOPTED this 15th day of July, 1974. 

.* 

.- 

ATTEST: 

(not present) . 

&i!zg&&it 
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AGREEMHT BETWEEN PUBLIC WILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 
OF DOUGLAS COUNTY. KA~HINCTON, AND THE STATE OF 

UASHINCTON DEPARTMENT OF CAME FOR 
WILDLIFE MITIGATION 

* 
THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 1s day 

,f 

it+ 

. 1974, by and between PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 OF 

LAS CO-, WASHINGTON, hereinafter rtftrrtd to as the 

r)istrict", 8ad THE STAIROF WSHIWGTOEl, DEPARnmST OF GAUE, 

htrtilufttr referred to 8s %8~8", WIIwEsSEI?I: 

I -I : 
T&W District is 8 l uoicipsl coiporatidn organiztd 

mder the laws of the State of Washington, and is authorized 
. 

dtr Federal Pouer Commission License No. 2149 to construct 

md operate the Wells Hydroelectric project on the Columbia 

River. . 

ff . 

-8, 86 8a 8s-y Of tht Stat8 Of Washington, iS 

charged with the responsibility of preserving the sports 

fishery and wfldlife_ resources on the Columbia River and its 

tributaries within the 8rea affected by the Wells Hydroelectric 

Project, and which includes seeking ritigrtion, insofar as 

iS pr8CtiC8ble. for 10680 SUSt8in8d. 

III 

Federal Power Commission License No. 2149, Article 41, 

provides 8s follows: 

The Licensee ah811 construct, msiatsia and 
operate such protective devices aad shsll pro- 
vide such mt8sures and facilities for mitigating 
losstr to fish and wildlife resources as uy 
.rtsult from project construction, 8lttration. 
or operation and shall comply with such reason-. 
8ble modifications of the project structures 
and operation in the iaterest of fish and wild- 
lift resources, provided th8t such modifications 
shll be reason8bly consistent with the primary 

m-b- 
-a- 
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c rpost of the project , as uy be prescribed 
rtafter by the Cot4uission upon its own motion 

or upon rtconendation of the Secretary of the 
IattriOT or the Washington State Dep8ruentS 
of Fishtries and G8# after nOtiC 8nd oppor- 
tunity for hearing and upon 8 finding that such 
modifications are necessary and desirable 8nd 
consistent with the provisions of the Act: 
proridtd fwthtr, That subsequent to 8pprOV81 
of the final design drawings prior to comnence- 
rent of construction no modifiutions of project 
rtructurts.ia the interest of fish and wildlife 
resources which involve a ch8nge in the location, 
height or uin struturt of 8 dam, or the addi- 
tion of or Ch8ngeS in outlets at or through a 
du, or 8 rujor change in generating units, or 
8 Tt8rT8ngtNat or rtlOC8tiOtI Of 8 powerhouse, 
or rujor ch8ngts in 8 spillmy structure shall 
be required. l * . 

- 
xv 

. 

The p8rtits desire- to enter into this Agreerent in order 

to define the rtspoasibilitits 8nd obligations of the parties 

hereto one to the other for the period of the License and to 

provide a means of meeting these responsibilities and obligations 

required under Article 41 of the License set forth 8bOVe pertain- 

ing to the l t8surts and facilities for ritigating losses to 

wildlife resources by the methods and pursuant to the limitations 

dtf intd in thb Agreement. 

WW, THEREFORE, in considtr8tion of the mu+81 covenants 

and agreements herein contaiatd, the parties agree 8s follows: 

SECTIOW I 

The p8rties hereto hart negotiated over an extended 

period of time in an effort to reach an agreement 8s to the Dis- 

trict's obligation to Gut 8s required by Federal Power Con- 

mission License No. 2149 authorizing tht Wells Hydroelectric 

Project. In 8CCOrd8aCt with the terms of this Agrttaent, said 

atgoti8tions btvt rtsolttd ia 8 full, fin81 and complete settle- 

ment of -811 of the obligrtions of the District to Gaue, repre- 

senting the State of Washington, pertaining to wildlife and - 

B-b- 
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migratory bird resources. In the tvtat of an txttnsitn of time. 

rtatw81 or rtlictasing of the District's Project No. 2149 from 

the Ftdtrsl Ptwtr Cmissioa, the District shtll not be required 

to p8y to C8me any addition81 funds for capital expenditures, 

but thtrt shll be left open for kgotiation at said time the 

COSt Of OptT8tiOll l d UinttWC8 Of th8 then existing 18nds 8nd 

f8cilitits in conatct'ion with tht Wells Hydrotltctric Project. 

.sECTIaiII 

Within tea (10) day6 following the 8pproV81 of this 
1 

Agr.&tnt by the Federal Fowtr Commission, the District shall 

pay to C8me the sum of One Million Two Huadred Fifty Thousand 

Dollars ($1,230,000.00) cash;, which funds shall be used for 

wildlife resources including the development, mwmgement, acquisi- 

tion of lands and prop8gation of wildlife within the Counties of 

Douglas 8ad OkMOg8a within the cl068 proximity of the Wells 

Reservoir and the Coluabia River 8ad its trlbutarits in the 

Counties of Douglas 8nd Okanogan. 

SECTION III . 
The I&trict h8S acquired and will transfer title to 

Came, subject to existing easements 8nd rtskrvations, the 

following properties: 

(A) Williu F. Shtaytr property, 8160 known 8s Central 

Ftrry Canyon, Wells Tract Wo. 1479.0, containing l pproxiB8tely 

1,569 8crts. 

(B) Deane Schuidt proptrty, 81SO kiowa 8S the Fostn 

Creek proptrty, Wells Tract No. 147S.O. coauiniag l pproxin8tely 

1,025 8CT8S. 

(c) ChrlM A. bkhT+n~ PTOJYtT~, 8160 hoVn 88 

Indian D8n Canyon property, Wells Tr8ct No. 1477.0, consisting 

of l pproxiutely 2,065 acre;, together with 8ssignmtat of lease 

m-b- 
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rights from the St8te of V8sbington 8nd United St8tts of Americ 

8cquired by the District in connectiop with this 8cquisition, aa 

consisting of 8pprOXiutely 1,400 8cres. 

@) Harold 1. V8Ughn pTOpeTty, wells h8CtS 781.0 8nd 

766.0, consisting of 8pproxiutely 64.8 8creS. 

(E) That portion of the Louise Reeve property, Wells 

Tr8ct No. 783.0, which is now undeveloped 8nd consisting of 

8pproxim8tely 14.0 8cres. The b818nC8 of this tT8ct, consisting 

of 8pproxiutely 8.0 8cres now in orchard 8nd upon which 8 
4 . 

residence is located, rh8ll be ret8ined -*by the District subject 

to Section IV, p8+8gr8ph (C) heTei8. 

(F) Bridgeport B8i properties 8lTe8dy owned by the 

District, cont8ining 8ppToxiutely 10S.O 8CTes, lying 8bovc the 

Wells hojut boUYbd8l-7, hOVn 8S bfellt TT8CtS 708.0& 765.0, 
. 

769.0, 773.0, 779.0, 777.0 8nd 774.0. 

(G) me ASmUSSen PTOpeTty, Wells TT8Ct No. 766.0, 

COMiSting of 8ppTOXiD8tely 22.0 8CTCS 8bove the Wells Project 

kund8Ty. 

(Ii)'* The Bormr property, Wells Tr8ct No. 77.0, th8t 

portion lying e8st of the county ro8d. 

(I) r)re Willi8rs pToperty, WellS TT~c~ No. 76.0, 

th8t portion lying e8st of the county ro8d. 

SECTION Iv 

(A) fbc District' 8CqUiTed and le8sed to C8me the 18nds 

known 8s the “W8shbuTn Isl8nd" properties 8nd herein referred 

to 8S wells TT8CtS 1126.0, 1128.0 8n+'1054.0. rhe DiStTiCt 81SO 

8CqUiTed 8pproxiutely 297.0 8cTes of property on the Bridgeport 

&r 8nd tr8nsfened it to the St8te of W8shington P8TkS C 

RuTe8tiqn Commission 8nd.vhich is now hiown 8s Chief Joseph 

St8te P8rk. 
. 

. 
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l . 
&me is dkirous of 8cquiring the St8te P8rk property 

8nd to effect the 88me, tbe St8t; P8rb 6 Recre8tion ConiSSiOn 

would give up it8 rights to S8id property in eXh8nge for 8n 

exclusive e8sement to the W8ShbuTn fsl8nd properties for public 

P8rk purposes rubject to the 8ppropTi8te Teserv8tions of the 

District 88 8et forth in Section V of this A~eerent. The 

District believes i8ild exch8nge voold be for the best ibtercrts 

of s8id p8rties. In 8n effort to con rute s8id excb8nge, the 

District 8gTees to cooperrte with C8m in 8tteapting to nego- 
?- 

ti8te uid aCh8nge 8aid, 8t the I\Ig:eSt~On Of C8me, will P8Tti- 

cip8te in 8ny meetings 8nd negoti8tions when requested. 

(B) 7%e District 'is the owneT of the C. W. Schulke 

property, Wells fi8ct Wo. 749.0, 8nd 8gTees to Tet8in title to 

88id PTOpeTty fOT 8 p8TiOd Of mot 1eSS th8n three (3) ye8rs 

from the d8te the federrl Power mission 8pproves this Agree- 

ment, with the underst8nding th8t if, during s8id period. it 

becomes 8pp8rent th8t the only my in which the St8te P8rkS ( 

bCTe8tiOn Conmissfon wuuld relinquish its rights in the Chief 

Joseph St8te P8Tk to Chre is tb8t s8id Schulke property would 

be required to complete s8id l xch8nge , the District would tr8ns- 

fer s8id Wells Tr8ct No. 749.0 to either C8me OT the St8tc -of 

W8shington P8Tkt 6 bCT88tiOn CommitSi=. 

In the event 8n 8gTeement for the exch8nge of s8id 

pz%peTtieS 8s heTeinbefoTe set forth h8s not been entered into 

between the District, C8me 8nd the St8te of Wbhington P8rks 4 

Recre8tion Corission within said thrw (3) year period, the 

District s&l1 then gT8nt to G8me 8n utclusive e8serent to the 

W8shburn Isl8nd properties, Wells Tr8ctt 1126.0, 1128.0 ind 

1054.0, subject to the s8me 8ppTopTi8te reseTntion8 of the 

District’88 set forth in S&ion V of this Agreement, for .the 

B-am 
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sole purpose of R8lc management, 8ad the Schul.ke property, 

Wells frrct ~0. 749.0, is released from this Agreement. 

(C) The District 8grees to 8cquire public 8ccess 

for hunting purposes within thirty-six (36) months from the 

btc of 8pprov81 of this Agreement by the Feder81 Power Con- 

mission on, over rad 8cross Wells Tr8ct No. 782.0, with or 

without the resideach loc8ted thereon. 

The District shall not be obligated to acquire said 

rights to Wells Tract No. 782.0 if the acquisition costs of 
t- 

uid rights exceed the sam of Twenty-five Thoustid Dollars 

($2s,000.00). In the event the District does not 8cquire 

s8id rights 8s herein set forth, the District 8grees to rake 

8v8il8ble to Care the suu of Y’uenty-five Thous8nd Doll8rs 

[$tS,OOO.OO) for C8m*s 8cquisition of uhetever rights it m8y 

8cquire for public 8ccess on , over 8nd 8cross Wells Tr8ct NO. 

782.0. To provide s8id funds or 8 p8rt thereof, the District 

r8y dispose of thei portion of Wells Trrct No. 783.0 consisting 

of the boure end present portion now in growing orchard and con- 

sisting of 8firoxim8tely a.0 8cres. Said funds shall remain in 

the possession of the District subject to use as set forth herein 

for l period not to exceed ten (10) years. In the event said 

fmtds have not been utilized as hereinabove set forth within ten 

(10) yc8rs from the dete this Agreement is approved by the Federal 

Power Conirsion, s8id funds rh811 then 8utom8tic8lly be paid to 

Care, 8nd the District’s obligrtions herein pert8ining to Wells 

hect No. 782.0 shall be concluded. 

SEctrti v 
(A) The District 8greer to grant to Care subject to 

the rerervrtions set forth herein, except as to any properties 

within the Colville Indian Reserv8tion lying 8dj8cent to the 
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Wells Reservoir, 8 continuous right during the period of the 

Federel Power Omission License for the Well8 Hydroelectric 

koject.to m8n8ge tbe fish end uildlife resources ou property 

lying between the Wells Project Roundmy l md tbe Uells Reservoir, 

which includes the policiag thereof in connection with fish end 

wildlife end its maaageaent 88~3 tbe closing of portions thereof o 

to hunting and fish&g by the public when C8m8 determines proper 

under the circulltamces, except the District reserves unto itself 

811 rights of ownership e%cept thet of gem8 Nnegaent 8s set 

forth herein. 
.I;. 

(r) T48 Distiict specificelly excepts herefror 811 

eesaents end grents it bes ude for property rights above or 

below the Wells Project Boundery 8nd reserves unto the District 

the right to grent'such e8SeWntS et .ell times in the future 8s 

limited herein. The District l grees to inform C8re in writing of 

811 8ppliC8tioIM fOT e8SemeMs on 18nd l butting the Wells 

Reservoir end shell not gr8nt said eesements for 8 period of 

sixty (60) deys fro8 the d8t8 of seid notice to Cew. Glme 

shll, within seid sixty (60) d8y period, here the right to 
. . t . . 

submit in writing l ny objections or reconendetions it may here 

to seid eeseaents, 8nd the District sh811 give seid objections 

end/or recorendetions every reesoruble consideration to rinirite 

edverse imp8ct upon wildlife resources end recreetion81 uses 

thereof prior to the issu8nce of such usements; except thet the 1 

District s&l1 not gr8nt such easenomts without the written 

l utboriution from Gue over Project lends lying below the Wells 

Project Bound8ry end l butting the property conveyed or to be 
. 

conveyed to Cme ander this Agreement. 

ecTmN VI 

All rights greated herein era subservient to the use . 
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of S8id property by the District in the iapoundrent of the weters 

of the Columbie River in connection with the op.eretion of the 

Wells Hydroelectric Project end to r8iSe end lower the seme in 

connection with the operetion of seid Project under Federal Power 

Corission License No. 2149 end l ny 8BendrrentS thereto end with- 

out li8bility of 8ny kind to C8me end/or its heirs end l ssigns 

by reeson thereof. G buildings or structures of l ny kind will 

be installed upon properties below Project Boundery without the 

written permission of the District first heviniidccn obteined. 

Ceme w8ives l ny cleir fOT &rug8 tbet &y be s&;eined or that 

it uy sustein et l ny time in the future l rising out of the . 
operetion by the District of seid Wells Reservoir. 

This Agieement sh811 be binding upon the successors 

end/or l ssigns of the perties.hereto. . 

IN WITlESS WHEREOF, the perties hereto have executed 

this Agreement this a, 1974. . 

- ‘Y...-. ,. ..> - : . .= 
yno&.:&;;& 

Row8rd-Prey.s-Seeret8ry 

ATTEST : 

. 

PUBLIC UTILIrY DISTRICT NO. 1 

end Aseietent Sccrctary 

?'fE STATR OF WASHINGTON 
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AGREEKENT 

THIS ACAEW!NT is made and entered into this -- 

day of && 14 * 19& by and between: 
I 

I 

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 OF DOUGLAS COLXTT, 

KASHIKGTON, hereinafter referred to es 'the District", 

end 

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON, DEPARTPENT OF GPXE, 

hereinafter referred to as "the Department'. 

Recitals 

1. The District is a municipal cor.poration 
orcar.itee uder the laws of the State of Washington, ind ir 
authorized under Federal Power Commission License NC. 2149 
to construct and operate the wells Hydroelectric Project on 
the Columbia River: 

3 -. The Department, as an agency of the State of 
Kashinatoc, 
wiidliie cr. 

is charged with the responsibility of preserving 
the Columbia River within the tzea affect& by 

the wells Hydroelectric Project: 

3. Federal Power %ommission License No. 2149, 
Article 41, provides as follows: 

The Licensee shall construct, maintain 
and operate such protective devices and 
shall provide such measures and 
facilities for mitigating losses to fish 
and wildlife resources as may result 
from project ccnsrruction, alteration, 
or operation and shall comply vith such 
reasonable modifications of the project 
structures and operation in the interest 
of fish and wildlife resources, provided 
that s-sch modifications shall be 
-eascr.ably consistent with the prinar)- . 
purpose of the project, as nay be 

H-53 
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prescribed hereafter by the Commission 
upon its own motion or upon 
recommendation of the Secretary of the 
Interior or the Washington State 
Departments of Fisheries and Game after 
notice and opportunity for hearing and 
upon a finding that such modifications 
are necessary and desirable and 
consistent with the provisions of the 
Act: provided further, That subsequent 
to approval of the final design drawings 
prior to commencement of construction no 
modifications of project structures in 
the interest of fish and wildlife 
resources which involve a change in the 
location, height or main structure of a 
dam, or the addition of or changes in 
outlets at or through a dam, or a major 
change in generating units, or a 
rearrangement or relocation of a 
powerhouse, or major changes in a 
spillway structure shall be required, 

Regulatory 
4. The District has applied to the Federal Pcuer 

Commission for an amendment to it's License Ro. 
2149 for the kells Hydroelectric Project to raise the 
naximurr. operating elevation of it's reservoir to 781 at the - oar.. The change *plies only from wells Dam to 
armroxizately Pateros.. This elevation remains unchanged 
th;crughout the rest of the reservoir. 

5. Through a previous agreement with the 
Pistrict, the Department made a study to determine the 
impact or. wildlife and migratory fowl that would occur due 
to this two foot raise in forebay elevation. 

6. The District and the Department agree that 
there are adverse impacts on waterfowl and wildlife and have 
agreed on the measures necessary to mitigate these adverse 
ir-acts "2 . 

NOK, THEREF@RE, In consideration of the rrutual 
cover;ants and agreements herein contained, the parties agree 
as f@ilcws: 

T'ne fcllowinc mitigation measures recozxeneed by 
the bcprrtr:cnt will be-inplc-nrnteb by the District to I,e~,cer; 
the adverse impacts to wildlife and migratory fowl from the 

E-54 - 2 - 



raise in forebay elevation. It is agreed that if the 
measures which are described in this agreement are provided, 
that they will provide sufficient mitigation to the adverse 
impacts of the raise in forebay elevation. 

WILDLIFE MITIGATXOR 

(1) Goose IJesting Islands 

The islands used by geese for nesting (Pateros, 
Kirk and Bridgeport Bar Islands) will be protected from 
erosion. Attachment A gives the detailed plans for the 
protection of the islands. The small Bridgeport Bar and 
Kirk Islands will be raised and protected with pit run 
cobble riprap. The three large upstream. Bridgeport Bar 
Islands will be bermed along the shoreline perimeter. 
Pateros Island will be protected with cobble riprap. 
Riparian habitat damaged during the protection operation 
will be replaced with wildlife habitat plantings. 

(2) Pheasant Wintering Habitat 

The cattail marsh along the east shore of Kaskburr. 
Island pcnd will be preserved. The downstream pump 
icstaliation sill be modified to maintain the pond at the 
present elevation. The pond elevation will be increased in 
yearly increments ov$r four years to allow the veoetation to 
move upalqe. The pond elevation and marsh will be 
monitored to prevent the loss of vegetation during this 
process. The pond will be drawn down if marsh vegetation 
begins to die. 

4 
(31 Waterfowl Feeding Area 

A waterfowl feeding area will be established at FZ 
517 to replace the grass strip. This strip will be ten feet 
wide and 4,000 feet long or a comparable area. The sage 
brush along the shoreline will be cleared and the area 
seeded. The pasture will be planted with a mixture of 
clover (trifolium spp), grasses and legumes. Irrigation 
will be used if necessary to establish these areas. 

(4) Raptor Perch Poles 

k#ZC%OZ .:. - perch structures will be constructed in the 
areas - PPCCl i 1eC by the Department. The District may 
cc?r.siCer perches presently installed in the specified areas 
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as part of the requirement since they are utilized by 
raptors. 

(5) Riparian Vegetation 

Riparian vegetation along the shoreline will not 
be cleared. The present vegetation will be allowed to 
re-establish upslope where possible. The estimated three 
and nine-tenths (3 9/10) acres of lost shoreline riparian 
veaetation (X,-Gee 1979) will be replaced with three and 
nine-tenths (3 9/10) acres of wildlife habitat plantings. 

Fildlife habitat plantings vi11 take the form of 
riparian tree and shrub species. Modification of the 
shoreline will be done in areas where it is necessary tc 
establish the habitat plantings. Attachment B lists the 
kind and number of shrubs which will be used and location of 
the vildlife plantings, 

(6) Less of Shorelands 

The loss of shoreland due to the raise in forebay 
ele\-ation will be mitigated by improving habitat on Project 
lands. Inwdated shorelands will be replaced by providing 
ten (10) acres of wildlife habitat plantings. Attachment B 
gives the locations of the plantings and shrub species vhich 
will be used, . . 

(7) All construction will be completed by the 
District or at the District's expense by a private 
contractor. All rEasonable cost of the mitigation program 
will be co\-ered by the District. 

1: Is the intent of the parties that the isiand 
protection wcrk vi11 be su fficiently completed so that the 
reservoir rr.81 be raised in the fall of 1982. The habitat 
replacement will be performed after this time. This vi11 
recuirc that the amendment to the license be received from 
th; Feieral Energy Regulatory Commission prior to June 1, 
1962. r'hc r cservoir work would be done during the month of 
July, which v~uld allow the pool to be raised in September. 

Should the amendment be received later than June 
1, but prior to October 1, it is the intent of the parties 
to r cise the pool by Cctober 1, 1982, and the work describeC 
in this acrcc-:ent to be col;.Rleted during 1983. Should tht 

a;r,rnhcr.t-be recei\*ed later than October 1, 1982, and prior 
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to September 1, 1983, the work will be performed in 1983 and 
the pool will be raised on September 1, 1983. 

DATED this day of , 198-. 

APPROVED AS 
TO FORH 

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRXCT NO. 1 OF 
DOUGLAS COUNTY, WASHINGTOI; 

GARFIELD R. J'EFFERS 
Attorney for the 
District 

APPROVED AS 
TO FORM 

Attorney General 

By 
CicSael Coneen, President 

w 
William E. Bechtol, 
Vice President 

ATTEST: 
HawEre Prey, Secretary 

STATE OF KASHINGTON, DCPARTPZNT OF G2:E 
-. 

BY 

BY 
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ATTACHMENT B 

WILDLIFE HABITAT PLANTINGS 

The loss of riparian and other shoreline habitat 
will be replaced by planting 13.9 acres of wildlife habitat 
plantiacs. These plantinas will take the form of riparian 
tree ani shrub species and ground cover. Interim losses of 
riparian habitat vi11 be replaced with 3.9 acres of habitat 
planted in the upper reaches of the Wells Reservoir (m 525) 
where the major stands of vegetation are present. Losses of 
shoreline habitat will be replaced by 10 acres of wildlife 
planti nss belov RN 525. The largest portion of shoreline 
habitat v-ill be lost in this area. 

The replacement of wildlife habitat will be 
planted in clumps rather than border strips or large plots 
of vecrtation. 
p?anti.rlcs 

This method vi11 increase the edge between 

naturaliy. 
and possibly allov the plantings to spread 

All wiidllfe plantings will be along the 
reservoir shoreline. 

Irrigation vi11 be provided for a minimum of two 
years to establish the plantings. Additional irrigation 
will be utilized if necessary to insure survival of the 
p:anti>gs. The pl8ntirJss vi11 be irrigated once a week, the 
minimum rate of vater application will be 10 gpm/acre/6 
hours. A drip or standard impact sprinkler irrigation 
system vi11 be used to irrigate the plantings depending upon 
vater supply and power source. 

Tree and shrub species which will be used in the 
wildlife plantings will include black cottonwood, black 
locust, Russian olive, vater birch, multiflora rose, 
red-osier dogwood and elderberry. Douglas hawthorn, 
matrimony vine and native villovs vi11 be used if a source 
for nursery stock can be located. The wildlife plantings 
vi11 have a density of 1,400 plants per acre. The follovinc 
table gives the number of plants/acre by species. 
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PLANTS PER ACRE BY SPECIES l 

SPECIES PLACTS/ACRE 

Black Cottonwood 
Black Locust 
Russian Olive 
Douglas Hawthorn 
Kater Birch 
Eultiflora Rose 
Elderberry 
Red-Osier Dogwood 
Eatrimony Vine 
Kative Willows 

30 
50 
75 
75(l) 
30 

520 
100 
520 

Unknovn 
Unknovnt2' 

1,400 

(1) If Douglas Hawthorn is unavailable, an 
adoptable medium site shrub will be 
substituted. 

(2) Native villov species will also be utilitee 
for shoreline planting uhere conditions will 
allow it to be established. 

l Plant kpecies and numbers of each species per 
acre cav be changed depending 
availability of nursery stock. 

upon 

Soil samples will bd taken at each planting site 
to determine soil deficiencies. The recommended levels of 
fertilizer vi11 be applied to ensure proper growth of the 
plant stock. 

Proposed planting Sites: 

A. Shoreland habitat replacement (10 acres) 

1. P& 518 - Douglas County shoreline. 5 
acres of habltat will be planted. The 
soil in this area is very rocky and will 
neee extensive site preparation to 
remove steppe vegetation. 

2. RM 520 - Okanoqan County shoreline. 
4.5 acres of habitat will be planted. 
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The soil in this area has some cobbles. 
Site preparation will require mechanical 
soil preparation. 

3. RM 528.1 - Okanogan County shoreline. 
.S acres of habitat. Site may have 
adequate sub-irrigation. Mechanical 
site preparation will be necessary. 

B. Riparian habitat replacement (3.9 acres) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

RM 533 - Confluence Columbia L Okanogan 
Rivers, north shore. .4 acres of 
habitat. Site may have sufficient 
sub-irrigation. 

RM 540 - Douglas Countv shoreline. 1 
acre of habitat plantings. Area b-ill 
need some site preparation. 

RM 526.8 - Douglas County shoreline. 3 
acre of habitat plantings. 

RF! 537.5 - Douglas County shoreline. 
1.4 acres of habitat plantings 
(reclaimed borrow site for poose nesting 
Jsland protection). 
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19oveJnber 2lK 1983 

. 

Xr. Thomas P. Schlosser 
Ziontz, Pirtle, Horisset, 

Ernstoff i Chestnut 
Attorneys at Law 
Metropolitan Park, 16th Floor 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Re: Offer of Partial Settlement - Wildlife 
Mitigation for Forebay Elevation Increase 

Dear Tom: 

. Enclosed please find three originals of the .Offer 
of Partial Settlement Regarding Wildlife Habitat Mitigation 
for Forebay Elevation Increase.. The originals are identical 
to the September 12, 1983, draft, other than removing the 
language referring to it as a draft and the changes on pages 
7, 8 and 9 we discussed on the phone, specifically, changing 
the dates to November and changing the reference from page 7 
to page 8. 

When the three original agreements have been executed 
by the Tribe, please forvard the originals to my attention 
and I will have them executed by the District. After execution 
of the agreements by the District, I will return one original 
to you, retain one original myself and file the third original 
vith the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 

Also, per our conversation, enclosed please find a . 
copy of the Order making the Tribe a party to the present 
PERC proceeding dealing with downstream migration. 

Thank you for your offer of cooperation on our 
problems with the Corps of Engineers. Chip Small of our 
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?¶r. Thomas P. Schlosser 
Wovcmber 21, 1983 
Page @ho _ 

offlce and Glen Aurdahl of Svcrdrup L Parcel are putting 
together some data to subait to the Corps. I will see that 
copies are forwarded to you. Any additional factual or legal 
support would be much appreciated. 

Thanks for your attention to these matters. 

Sincerely, 

JPA: js 
Enclosures 

cc: Hr. Fred Lieberg, u/enclosures 
Mr. John A. Gregg, w/enclosures 
Mr. T. W. Small, Jr., w/enclosures 
Mr. Glen Aurdahl, w/enclosures 

. 
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DNITEDSTATRS OF AMERICA 

FZDERALENERGY REGULATORY COBQ'HSSION 

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT NO. 1 ) 
OF DOUGLAS CODNTY, WASHINGTON,) 

FAp;Ition for Amendment to 1 
Project No. 2149 

1 

OFPER OF PARTIAL SETTLEMENT RE: WILDLIFE HABITAT 
~KTIGATION FOR FORERAY ELEVATION INCREASE 

Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, 

Washington, hereinafter PUD, is the applicant for an amended 

license for the Wells Bydroelectric Project No. 2149, filed 

April 26, 1981, which would allow an increase in forebay el- 

evation to elevation 781 m.s.1. The Confederated Tribes of 

the Colville Indian Reservation, hereinafter Tribe, an 

intemenor in procee.fings concerning the license amendment 

and a petitioner appealing the Order of the Director of 

Electric Power Regulation, issued September 23, 1982, has 

opposed the increased forebay elevation because of the dam- 

age it would cause to wildlife resources, as well as for 

other reasons. 

After negotiations between the parties concerning 

measures that will avoid wildlife losses, the Tribe with- 

draws its wildlife objections to the forebay elevation in- 

crease. P'urthennore, the Pm) agrees to proceed with wild- 

life resources mitigation activities described herein at its 



. . 

own expense. References herein to McGee and Judd refer to 

the parties' biologists James McGee and Steven Judd, or, in 

the absence of either, to such other biologists as the 

parties, respectively, may designate. These agreanents are 

based upon the folloving tezms and conditions: 

1. The PUD will provide for stabilization of the 

water level and preservation of wildlife habitat in the 

three sloughs at Cassimer Bar, as follows: 

(a) As soon as possible following the increase in 

forebay elevation, McGee and Judd will examine the 

Cassimer Bar vicinity and agree upon the location 

and general design of water stabilization dikes 

with one-way tide gates or similar devices. 

(b) The PQD shall direct its operation and main- 

. tenance engineers, SVRRDRUP i PARCEL, to prepare 

construction plans for stabilizing the water lev- 

els in the sloughs, which plans shall be subject 

to the approvalof McGee and Judd. 

(c) Work pursuant to the agreed construction plan 

shall be caapleted within twelve (12) months of 

the forebay elevation increase. The timing of the 

construction work, within that period, shall be 

agreed upon by McGee and Judd to minim$ze con- 

struction impacts to wildlife. 



(a) 

2. The PUD shall vlete the mitigation ma- 

surcs described in the agreement dated July 19, 1982, be- 

tween Public Utility District Wo, 1 of Douglas County, 

Washington and the State of Washington, Department of Game, 

filed Pursuant to Article 57 of the Order issued September . 
23, 1983, in accordance with the following schedule: 

(b) 

(cl 

Goose Westing Islands, 
raised and protected with 
pit run cobbles. Construc- 
tion Completed September 1983 

Plant grbund cover and 
willow cuttings: 

Start September 1983 
Complete . September 1984 

Pheasant Wintering Habitat: 
Start pumping inmediately 
after pool raise 

Waterfowl tceding area: 

W 

Shoreline Clearing 
Planting Complete 

Raptor Perch Poles: 

Spring-Summer 1984 
September 1984 

(4 

Cozpleted by 

Riparian Vegetation: 

September 1984 

Clear land and fence 
and install irrigation 

Readily available plant 
material planted 

Custom Grown plant 
material order 

September 1984 

SprW 1985 

Summer 1584 
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Planting of Eawthorne 
LMatrimonyVine -ring 1986 

(f) Waterfowl Pasture spring 1984 

The mitigation measures described in that agreement shall be 

caqleted to the satisfaction of HcGec, Judd and the - __ - ---- -- ._ - 
Washington State Department of Game. 

. 

3. Several of the mitigation measures described 

in paragraphs 1 and 2, above, require excavation, zmdifica- 

tion of ground contours or placement of fill. Wherever any 

disturbance of the ground surface of any project land6 is 

likely to be necessary in order to complete the mitigation 

mea6ure6 'dexribed in thir agreement, the PUD ehall, prior 

to the commencement of construction, take the following 

8teps to protect cultural resources: 

(a) by majority decision, Drs, Grabert, Whitlam 

e and Aikenr will define cultural resource inform- 

tion reguirements for the mitigation activities, 

including any necessary sumeying, te6ting or re- 

oovery of proposed sites and access route6 found 

to be eligible for the Rational Regirter by the 

Washington State Historic Preservation Officer; 

(b) the PUD shall autborize fund6 nece66ary to 

colllplete archaeological work defined under (a), 

through archaeologists acceptable to Dr6.*Grahrt, 

Whitlam and Aikens; 
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(c) if preliminary archaeological work indicates 

that an extensive data recovery program will be 

neces6ary at any affected 6ite, the PUD shall have 

the option, subject to the approval of McGee and 

Judd, to relocate the affected aitigation work to 

another site, in which case the procedure de- 

scribed in this paragraph shall again be followed. 

4. The PUD will monitor and maintain all wild- 

life mitigation ctructures covered by paragraph 1 of thib 

agreewnt. Monitoring will be carried out by gualified POD 

personnel on a monthly basis until expiration of the present 

license on July 12, 2012. The monitoring wiil specifically 

include operation of the gates and erosion of the dikes. 

Monitoring method6 w+ll be agreed upon by &Gee and Judd and 

reports of all monitoring activitie6 &all promptly be made 

available to the parties for review and crmmr?nt. If moni- 

toring reveal6 difficulties in the operation of any of the 

mitigation measures described in paragraph 1 of thir agree- 

ment, then the PUD will correct the problem6 to the satis- 

faction of WcGee and Judd. 

5. The POD will aonitor and maintain all wild- 

life structures and facilities covered by paragraph 2 of 

this agreement through use of qualified PUD personnel or 

contractors. Monitoring method6 will be agreed upon by 
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McGee md Judd and reports of all wnitoring activities 

shall promptly be made available to the parties for review 

and cawent. The protection of the goose nesting islands 

will be examined at least once a year until expiration of 

the present license on July 12, 2012. Raptor perches will - 

be checked once a year until expiration of the present li- 

cense on July 12, 2012. The Washburn Island pump will be 

examined at least once a month from April 1 of each year 

through October 31 of each year for the first four years af- 

ter the pool is raised; thereafter the Washburn Island mar6h 

vegetation will be monitored at least once each three years 

until expiration of the present license on July 12,. 2012. 

The wildlife planting will be monitored at least once a week 

from April 1 of each. year through October 31 of each year 

until established, and thereafter at least once l .ach three 

year6 until expiration of the present license on July 12, 

2012 following the pool raise. If monitoring revels the 

need for repair or maintenance of the structures or facil- 

ities described in paragraph 2, then the POD will correct 

the problems to the satisfaction of McGee, Judd and the 

WashingtonDepartmentof Gana. 

6. The PUD will continue the current winter bald 

eagle aerial surveys in the Wells Project area. wnitoring 

methods will be agreed upon by l&Gee, Judd and the United 



States Fish and Wildlife Service and reports of all monitor- 

ing activitie6 shall promptly be made available to the 

partieo-for review and cement. 

7. If the aronitoring described herein reveal6 

wildlife losses due to project operations at a forebay ele- 

vation in exce6s of 779 61.8.1.~ then the PUD will correct 

the problems to the satisfaction of &Gee, Judd and the 

Washington State Department of Game. 

8. This agreement constitutes a real covenant 

rxmning with the project land, and the PUD shall file it of 

record in Douglas County to bind the parties, assi.gnee6, and 

purchasers of the land until July 12, 2012. The parties al- 

so agree that any order or amended license issued by the 

Federal Energy Regul~.tory Comnibsion addressing wildlife. as- 

pects of the requested .license amendment for Project No. 

2149 should include an article as follows: The POD 6hall 

comply with the term6 of the Offer of Partial Settlement Re: 

Wildlife Habitat Mitigation For Forebay Elevation Increase, 

I dated November , 1983. 

9. In the event WcGee and Judd are unable to 

agree as reguired in this Agreement, a third party agreeable 

to WcGee and Judd shall settle the dispute. In the event of 

total non-performance of any p6rt of this agreemenf, or in 

the event the PUD fails to abide by the deci6ion of the 
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arbiter just referenced, the Tribe shall notify the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Camission and the Washington Department 

of Gama and the project operations shall be reduced to fore- 

bay l lwation 779 r.s.1. on the nut succeeding September 

first. The project shall be operated at forebay elevation 

779 until the issue is resolved by the parties or by Federal 

Energy Regulatory Caanission, . - 
10. This partial settlement is not intended to 

addre66 any other issue6 between the parties in thib pro- 

ceeding, including, without limitation, the effects of L,he 

license amendment on fi6h or cultural resources or rights 
* 

arising under the Order 166&g License, isrrued July 12, 

1962; nor is it a relinguishment of any cause of action of 

the parties in any cpe or in any other proceedings before . 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Cotmission, or of any right to 

seek any license amendrPcnt, including the right to reapply 

for an amendment allowing an increase in forebay elevation. 

DATED this day of Eovember, 1983 

PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT WO. 1 
OF DOUGLAS COUNTY, wAsEINGToN 

w 
Eward Prey, Pre6ident 

w 
Wl 'lliam E. Bechtol, . 
Vice Pre6ident 



. 

. 

Michael Doneen, Secretary 

DATED this day of November, 1983. 

CONFEDERATEDTRIBES OF THE COLVILLE 
INDIAN RESERVATIoej 

By 
Al Aubertin, Chaarman 

. . 

.’ 
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. ’ UNITEDsrATES OFAMERICA ' 
FEDERALENERGY TORY ccmlssIoN 

public UtilitY Dirtrict l80. 2 
of Grant Cknty, Washiugton 

public Utility Dirtrict loo, 1 
Of &chIl bUZhty, tj66hingtCNl 

Public Utility'Di6triCt 100. 1 
of Douglas County, Warhingtaa 

State of Uashingtoa, Depet 
of Fisheries 

l?. 

ppblic Utility District 100, 2 
of Grant Comity, Washington 

Project No. 2114 

Project Nos. 943 
ud 2145 

Project NO. 2i49 

Docket No. E-9569 

ORDER FEanITrlNG INTERVENTIOE AND 
SUSFENDINC Fit- DATES 

bwmber 29, 1979) . 
On October 16, 1979, the Gonfederated Tribes of the 

Colville Indian Reservatim (Tribes) petitioned for au 
Order allowing the Tribe6 to intervene in the above-entitled 
proceedings, relating to the provibion by the ticen6ec6' 
Public Utility Distrikt No. 2 of Grant county, Washington, 
Public Utility District No. 1 of Chelau County, Wa6hington, 
aud'Public Utility District No. 1 of Douglas County, 
Washington, of certain flows and operational procedures 
for the protection of the anadromu6 fishery resource iu 
the Columbia River. For good cause shown, the petition is 
granted, rubject to the Rule6 and Regulations of tbe 
Coamdssion; provided, however, that participation shall be 
limited to the matters 6et forth in tbe petition to intervene. 

All pleadings and documents from this proceeding are 
tobe rervedupcm: 
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Sam Sampson, Colvillc h6he66 Council 
Colville Confederated Tribes 
P. 0. Box l50 . 
Ikspelcm,uA 99ls5 

-she J. Genauer 
Ziontz, Pirtlc, Worisset, Ernstoff & Chestnut 
600 First~Aveuuc 
Pioneer Building 
Seattle, WA 98104 

On November 20, 1979, Petitioner6 filed an Offer of . 
Scttltzmt. Rior and sub6equant to the filing of the Offer 
of Settlemeat by Petitioners, negotiation6 have been conducted 
among the parties with the objective of reaching a settlement 
agreement which is satisfactory to all of the parties. 
Petitioners' Offer of Settlement may be premature, a6 it 
evidently doe6 not contain all the Respondants' View6 on an 
appropriate basis for settlement.. However, since negotiation6 
are continuing it is well to suspend all procedural date6 for 
the t& being. 

l$e Chairperson of the Coordinating Committee is to 
.- keep me informed about the progress of the negotiation6, 

and, when necessary, propose new procedural dates. 
. . 

. 

. In the event settlement is not reached; a separate 
order will be issued scheduling the hearings-in this pro- 
ceeding to comence 00 gr about January 28, 1980. 

e . 
. 

. 

Allen C. Lande 
Residing Administrative L6w Jzzdgc 

.* l 

. 

. 
. 

. 

. . 
_ . 

. 

. 
-a 

. -a 

. ; . . 
. 
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I. PROJECT NAME 

Chief Joseph Dam and Reservoir Project 

II. PROJECT OPERATOR 

Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers (CE) 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Location and Size 

The project consists of Chief Joseph Dam and powerplant 
located on the upper Columbia river just upstream from the 
Town of Bridgeport in north-central Washington at River Mile 
(RM) 545.0. The powerplant contains 27 generating units 
with a combined output capacity of 2,069 MW. Rufus Woods 
Lake (Chief Joseph Reservoir), which was formed by the dam, 
extends upstream 51 miles to the tailrace of Grand Coulee 
Dam (RM 596.51, contains 106 miles of shoreline and occupies 
a surface area of 8,600 acres. 

B. Authorized Purposes 

The project is operated for single purpose power generation. 

c. Brief History of Construction and Operation 

The project was authorized by the 1946 River.and Harbor Act, 
79th Congress 2nd Session with revisions to the project made 
in the same Act, June 1948. The original authorization 
included provisions for initial installation of the first 16 
generating units (l-16) and additions of the next 11 units 
(17-27) at a later date. Coincident with the expansion to 
27 units, Rufus Woods Lake was raised an additional 10 feet 
to elevation 956. The original project was completed in 
1958, and the expansion in 1981. By resolution of July 27, 
1962, the Senate Committee on Public Works requested that 
the CE review plans for the Columbia River and tributaries 
and to determine if power generating capacity at Chief 
Joseph Dam should be increased beyond the existing 27 units 
completed in 1979. 

D. Other Pertinent Data 

1. Water level fluctuation and timing 

The project is operated to provide baseload generation of 
electricity with peak-load capability. Expansion of the 
project was made to accommodate additional storage and 
provides a mean annual discharge of 114,000 cfs. Rufus 
Woods Lake elevations are set at 956.0 with normal operating 
range of 930 to 956. The lake has a storage capacity of 
593,000 acre-feet. 
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2. Land Ownership 

Lands adjacent to the north shoreline are primarily under 
Colville Confederated Tribes (CCT) ownership, although the 
CE has a flowage/flood easement to elevation 991. Remaining 
shoreline lands are under private ownership with appropriate 
easements. Additional lands on the left (south) bank are 
under Federal ownership by the CE and Bureau of Land 
Management. There is only one public access area on the 
lake, built by the CE but operated and managed by the 
Washington State Parks Department under a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) providing recreational use facilities. Of 
the lands affected by reservoir inundation, flowage 
easements, and fee purchase, some 3,500 acres were located 
on the CCT Reservation in Okanogan County. 

3. Indian Rights 

Under the auspices of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs and 
the Secretary of the Interior, a series of treaties and 
agreements were enacted during the late 1800's which 
consolidated several Indian Tribes and their lands 
throughout north-central Washington into what is now known 
as the Colville Confederated Tribes and their reservation. 
This reservation adjoins the Columbia River on the north in 
Okanogan and Ferry Counties and provides the Tribes with 
opportunity to exercise their inherent rights of fishing and 
hunting. The Tribes have the responsibility to administer 
their own conservation laws within reservation boundaries. 

With development of the project, it was necessary for the 
United States Government to acquire some 3,500 acres of 
reservation lands which would be inundated upon project 
completion. Initially, the CE desired to acquire these 
lands in fee: however, due to losses of reservation lands 
attributable to the Grand Coulee Project upstream, the CCT 
did not want their land base to be diminished further. 
Therefore, the CE and CCT negotiated flowage easements over 
their lands to allow the project to continue. The CCT were 
reimbursed for loss of land, but due to lack of adequate 
methodology, no attempt was made to assess the impacts of 
the original project construction to wildlife and habitat on 
Tribal lands. 

WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 

A. Preconstruction Period 

Due to the lack of legal mandates and adequate study 
methods, wildlife losses were not considered during initial 
project construction (USACE 1980). However, wildlife known 
to have occurred historically in the inundation zone 
included mule deer, black bear, bobcat, coyote, beaver, 
river otter, muskrat, mink, cougar, numerous species.of 
waterfowl and nongame birds, doves, forest grouse, sharp- 
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tailed grouse, and sage grouse (USACE 1980). Later, 
wildlife studies conducted on unimpounded reaches downstream 
of Chief Joseph Dam indicate that the Columbia River Valley 
in this region provided winter habitat for mule deer, white- 
tailed deer, and chukar (Oliver and Barnett 1966). Other 
species found in the preproject area included mourning 
doves, pheasants, quail, grouse, and cottontail rabbits, and 
several furbearer species (Oliver and Barnett 1966). There 
is no quantitative data available on preproject wildlife or 
habitat in the Chief Joseph area, although preproject aerial 
photographs are available. 

B. Postconstruction Period 

No wildlife studies were conducted in the project area until 
the 1970's. Habitat and wildlife have been inventoried by 
USACE (1976) and several other studies. 

In 1981, after construction was completed on units 17-17 at 
Chief Joseph Dam, Chief Joseph pool was raised from 
elevation 946 feet to 956 feet Mean Sea level (MSL). Prior 
to the pool raise, studies were conducted by Erickson et al. 
(19761, Fielder (1977a), and Tabor et al. (1980) to praiz 
the impact of the pool raise on wildxfeand habitat. 

Erickson et al. (1976) determined that the pool raise would -- 
inundate 616 acres of habitat including 173 acres of 
islands, 168 acres of shrub-steppe, 104 acres of riparian, 
and 77 acres of coniferous tree over shrub layer habitat. 
Ninety-nine percent of the riparian habitat and 94 percent 
of the islands would be lost. 

A team of biologists from the CCT, CE, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (PWS), U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (BR), and 
Washington Department of Game (WDG) used the Habitat 
Evaluation Procedures (HEP) to determine that 15,093 habitat 
units would be inundated by the pool raise (Fielder 1977a). 
The team felt that all islands in Rufus woods Lake 
constituted "special and critical" habitat. All islands 
were valuable for nesting waterfowl. Buckley Bar was an 
important mule deer fawning area and was used by mourning 
doves and upland birds (Fielder 1977a). 

Some of the lost vegetation will probably reestablish at the 
new water line in some places. However, natural 
reestablishment of vegetation would take at least 10 years 
in the arid climate of the project area. Mudd et al. (1980) -Y found that only 22 percent of the riparian cover inundated 
by the construction of the four lower Snake River dams had 
naturally revegetated by the late 1970'8, and mostofthat 
revegetation had occurred on sites flooded 14 to 18 years 
previously. It is doubtful that complete reestablishment of 
riparian vegetation will occur on Rufus woods Lake after the 
pool raise (Erickson et al. 1976), particularly with water 
fluctuations. 
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A fall census of game animals estimated that 431 mule deer, 
5,200 pheasants, 7,100 chukar partridge, 2,800 California 
quail, 2,800 gray partridge, and less than 100 ruffed blue, 
sharp-tailed and sage grouse used the inundation zone and an 
adjacent area extending up the slope for l/4 mile on each 
side of the pool (Erickson et al. 1976). An estimated 4,700 -7 mourning doves used the l/4-mile strip bordering each side 
of the reservoir (Erickson et al. 1976). Losses of game 
animals as a result of habitatinundation were estimated at 
126 pheasants, 111 chukar partridges, 57 California quail, 
46 gray partridges, 4 ruffed grouse, 152 doves, and 20 mule 
deer (Erickson et al. 1976). -- 

The projected fall population decline for Canada geese was 
estimated to be 54 birds, mostly a result of flooded nest 
sites (Erickson et al. 1976). 
sites found by Erzkzn et al. 

Only 24 percent of the nest 
(1976) in 1975 were above the -- 

new --+s- 1. I -" 1 e v P I . Only 1 of 25 (4 percent) of the goose nest 
sites found by Tabor et al. (1980) were above the new pool 
level. All goose broodirg areas would be inundated (Tabor 
et al. 1980). -- FWS aerial waterfowl surveys for the period 
1975-78 indicated an annual average utilization of 9,784 
ducks and 5,502 geese. 

Tabor et al. (1980) estimated that of the terrestrial 
furbearTrs?ound in the project area, coyotes would be the 
most significantly impacted by the pool raise. Bobcats, 
raccoons, badgers, and striped skunks were determined likely 
to suffer moderate impact: bear and cougar would be impacted 
only slightly because of low population levels (Tabor et al. 
1980). 

-- 
The small number of aquatic furbearers in the area 

would probably be eliminated by inundation of nearly all the 
riparian habitat (Tabor et al. 1980). -- 

Erickson et al. (1976) trapped 163 small mammals, 
representinFfour families and seven species, during 5,004 
trap-nights in various habitat types in the project area. 
Riparian habitat supported the greatest density of small 
mammals. Buckley Bar, an important small mammal area, would 
be converted from a 55-acre bar to two islands with a total 
area of 20 acres following the pool raise (Erickson et al. -- 
1976). 

Payne et al. (1975) identified eight species of raptors on -- 
Rufus Woods Lake. An undetermined number of raptors, 
including the threatened bald eagle, would suffer from the 
loss of perch trees along the reservoir shoreline (Erickson 
et al. 1976). -- Cliff swallows would lose 40 percent of their 
nest sites, and bank swallows would lose at least 10 percent 
of their nest sites, with a potentially greater loss 
occurring from increased bank sloughing (Tabor et al. 1980). 
Nongame songbirds would lose nest and perch siGs;nd food 
in the form of insects, fruits, seeds, and berries (Fielder 
1977a). 
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Six species of reptiles and two species of amphibians found 
in the inundation zone would be severely reduced or 
eliminated by loss of habitat (Tabor et al. 1980). -m 

Another potential wildlife impact associated with the 10- 
foot pool raise is the development of recreation sites along 
Rufus Woods Lake by the CE. Fielder (1977b) determined that 
the development of one such site, Box Canyon, would 
significantly impact mule deer, Canada geese, eagles, and 
prairie falcons. 

Annual fall-winter bald eagle surveys conducted by PUS, WDG, 
and, starting in 1982-83, Chelan PUB, indicate that through 
the period 1975-1983 an average 13 adults and four subadults 
used Rufus Woods reservoir. 
documented for the project area. 

No bald eagle nesting is 

Aerial waterfowl surveys conducted monthly for the period 
1975-78 by the FWS indicated the following average annual 
use for Rufus Woods Lake: 815 ducks and 460 geese, with 18 
mated pairs of geese producing an average brood of six 
young. For the same period, five whistling swans were 
observed and an annual average of 130 coot. 

V. WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY 

A. Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

1. Original Project Construction 

Due to the lack of adequate methodologies and legislative 
mandates to provide replacement for wildlife losses, no 
mitigation was proposed or implemented for the original 
project construction. 

2. Project Modifications/Operation 

Coincident with plans to add an additional 11 generating 
units to the project and raise Rufus Woods Lake 10 feet, 
amendments to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 
(Public Law 85-624) and implementation of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 provided means to 
address wildlife losses of the proposed expansion and to 
seek mitigation. 

Prior to development of the final mitigation plan for the 
100foot pool raise, mitigation recommendations came from 
several sources including Erickson et al. (1976), Tabor et 
al. (1980), and Fielder (1977a,Tfl7b, and 1977cT 
Recommendations included replacement of riparian and island 
habitat, enhancement of goose nesting and brooding areas, 
creation of subimpoundments, raptor perch sites, cattle 
fencing and.planting of food plots for upland game. 
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Using HEP, Fielder (1977a) determined that 25,093 habitat 
units would need to be generated to replace shoreline 
habitat inundated. Additional mitigation would be needed 
for loss of island habitat. Thirty-four potential 
mitigation sites were identified by Fielder (1977c), and the 
CE selected 16 of those sites for mitigation development 
(USACE 1980). 

The CE mitigation plan included the acquisition of easements 
for wildlife mitigation on 2,729 acres, irrigation of 107 
acres, and fencing of 751 acres. Development plans for the 
sites included planting of native vegetation and creation of 
islands, nest structures, and raptor perches. Funding of a 
mule deer study to be conducted by the CCT was also in the 
plan. 

B. Mitigation Agreements or Requirements 

1. Original Project Construction 

Since no wildlife 1055 assessments or mitigation proposals 
were made for this period, no agreements were established. 

2. Project Modifications/Operation 

The CE agreed to the mitigation plan described in A.2. above 
for the 10-foot pool raise. However, a dispute. over public 
access on Chief Joseph Project wildlife mitigation lands 
took place between wildlife agencies and the CE during 
preparation of the.mitigation plan. The CE determined that 
acquisition of easements on private land was the best way to 
secure lands for mitigation. However, public access was 
denied to those lands to make the program more acceptable to 
the landowners. WDG and FWS asserted that full mitigation 
could not be achieved unless public access was allowed on 
mitigation lands. Forty-six percent of the mitigation land 
is privately owned (USACE 1980). This dispute was not 
resolved, and public access is still denied on those 
privately owned lands. 

c. Mitigation Implemented 

The mitigation plan described above has been implemented 
(Ken Brunner, pers. comm.). 

VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING 

The CCT is currently in year 3 of a S-year study of mule 
deer in the Chief Joseph Project area, using funds provided 
by CE. 
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No further mitigation is planned for the project. 
Evaluation of the mitigation already implemented will be 
conducted soon by a team composed of representatives from 
CE, CCT, and wildlife agencies. 
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AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY AVAILABLE 
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VII. APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - Study Team 

Washington Department of Game - Gretchen Van Lom 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey 

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination 

July 13, 1983 - Letter from FWS Regional Office to CE 
Seattle District initiating contact, 
requesting cooperation. 
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July 22, 1983 - CE responded to July 13 FWS letter, 
naming Ken Brunner as COntaCt person. 

July/August 19830 Telephone contacts between Ken Brunner 
and Don Kraege (WDG) 

August 10, 1983 - Meeting between Ken Brunner and Don 
Kraege to discuss information needed for 
status review. 

October 1983 - Firstdraftstatus review senttoCE for 
informal review and coimnent. 

Oct./Nov. 1983 - Telephone discussion between R. Starkey 
(PUS) and Jack Thompson (CE) to discuss 
draft status review and CE concerns. 

December 9, 19830 Received CE comments on first ‘draft of 
status review. 

March 30, 1984 - Several unsuccessful attempts were made 
between the study team (nd CCT to make 
phone contact is August/September. 
Contact was made in March with Steve 
Judd, who gave oral comments on 
mitigation that the CCT received for 
Chief Joseph. 
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APPENDIX C 

Comments 
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nay 31, 1984 

John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power A&nInfsttatfon 
Post Office Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

AllN : James Meyer 

. * 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

Ye have reviewed the mitigation status review report for Chief Joseph Project. 

Chief Joseph Project inundated more than 8,000 acres of wildlife habitat in- 
cluding 3,500 acres of Colvflle Reservation lands. The tribes were reimbursed 
for losses of land but no attempt was made to assess the impact of wildlife and 
habitat losses on the reservation or mitigate those losses. 

There were no wildlife impact assessments conducted which dealt with initial 
project construction. Studies were conducted to determine the impacts of 
adding additional units of Chief Joseph Dam and the associated 10 foot pool 
raise. In this effort a team of biologists, including nembers from Corps of 
Engineers, Washington Department of Game, Fish and Wildlife Service, Colvflle 
Confederated Tribes, and Bureau of Reclamation estimated impacts of the 10 foot 
pool raise using habitat evaluatfon procedures. 

Pre-flood fnfoimation on impacts to wildlife from the pool raise is more exten- 
sive than for most other northwest hydroelectric projects. There is, however, 
a lack of postflood data to substantiate the pre-flood studies. The pre-flood 
studies were estimates of losses based on pre-flood inventories. Quantitative 
data from these studies are lacking on a number of species groups such as 
aquatic mammals and nongame birds, fncludfng raptors. Impacts to terrestrial 

1 mama 
study 

s other than deer-were not investigated in detail. In addition this 
did not address impacts of the project other than fnundatfon. 

Based on the above studies and recomendatfons of the agencies and tribe, the 
corps of Engineers developed a mitigation plan for the installation of addf- 
tfona 1 units and associated pool raise. The Corps mftfgatfon plan included 
acqufstfon of easements for wfldlffe mftfgatfon, frrfgatfon, and fencing. The 
Corps, however, deterafned that acqufstfon of easements would be easier If 
public access were denied to those lands to make the program more acceptable to 
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J. Palensky 
May31,1984 . 
Page two 

landowners. Uashfngton Department of Game and Fish and Yildlffe Service 
asserted that full mitigation could not be achieved unless public accesss was 
allowed on mftigatfon lands. Forty-six percent of the mitigation land is prf- 
vately owned. This dispute was not resolved and public access is still denied 
on those lands. 

Losses of ufldlffe and habitat from original project construction have not been 
mitigated. Accord1 ng to the Corps of Engineers the impacts of additional units 
and pool raise have been mitigated. Evaluation of measures implemented to 
mitigate impacts of those additional units are to be conducted in 1984 accord- 
ing to Mr. Bruner of the Corps of Engineers. Results of this evaluation will 
detemfne if habitat developments are successful. We are anxious to determine 
if the loss of riparfan habitat and island habitat have been successfully miti- 
gated. As indicted in the mitigation status review report, Erickson (1976) 
predf cted the loss of 173 acres of island habitat while the mitigation plan 
calls for replacement of only 5 acres on two sites. Other islands were formed 
by the pool raf se, but whether these new islands provide habitat of sufficient 
qualflty to replace that which uas lost needs to be determined. 

Obviously, mitigation is lacking and therefore inadequate for the original con- 
struction of Chief Joseph project. Studies are needed to detemfne impacts of 
the original construction. It is our understanding that prefnundatfon aerial 
photographs exist for the project, therefore habitat acreage lost to inundation 
can be calculated. Habitat quality of existing sfaflar habitats can be evalu- 
ated using a habitat based evaluation. This could provide the basis for esta- 
bl ishfng mitigation levels. 

Followfng this, a mftfgatfon plan should be developed to adequately mitigate 
losses from initial construction and for losses caused by project operations. 

A proposed cooperative study by Battelle, Chelan P.U.D., Corps of Engineers, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and Washington Department of Game to collect bald 
eagle wintering data on the Coluabla and Snake River would contribute to the 
current fnfomatfon on bald eagle winter use of Chief Joseph Shoreline and 
trf butaries. The study is designed to detemfne peak winter populations, age 
classes, concentration areas, food sources, perch sites, and other habitat com- 
ponents for this fmportant species. Conservation agencies support the above 
study which will be valuable to identify IIPportant bald eagle habitat areas and 
provide background for protection of this rare species. 

There is an alternative method of achieving mitigation on this project which 
may be more efficient. This would involve 1) revfeu of aerial photos, maps and 
other existing records to estimate the kinds and amounts of habitat lost to 
construction of the project, 2) acquisition of a like amount of acreage, to be 
identified by agencies, tribe and project operator, and 3) developaent and 
Implementation of a aftfgatfon and mafntalnance plan to replace the loss of 
habftat and wfldlffe. 
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3. Palenskv 
bY 31, 19-a : 
Page th wee 

We are 
determf 

looking fonard to consultation and coordination on this project to 
ne the next step in the wildlife mitigation process. 

Very truly yours, 

THE DEPARTMENT OF 6AME 

Frank R. Lockard 
Director 

FRL: pr-b 
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

Department of the Interior LW 5~ bitin& *= 1~ 
sod N.E. hhhummb Semi - ,- Ponhd. Orqon W232 

2 

/ In Reph Refer Toi ,$ 
Y.wr Rderrn\r: 

8 

June 11, 1984 

Yr. John Palensky 
Director, Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Adnfnistratfon 
Department of Energy 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

As requested we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Uildlffe Mfti- 
gatfon for the Chief Joseph Dam and Reservoir Project, which was jointly 
prepared by the Habitat Resources Division of the Ff sh and Wfldlffe Service 
(PUS) and the Washington State Department of Game (UD6) under contract with 
the Bonneville Power Atiinfstratfon. The following represents the formal 
response of the PUS regarding the subject project. 

General Garments 

We have cunpleted an extensive search of agency files and reference rater- 
ials, and find that we have no additional information with which to make 
corrections or additions to the subject report. Insofar as our resource 
interests are concerned, we find the report to be canplete and accurately 
wrltten. 

It is clear frtnn the report's content that original construction and oper- 
ation of the project has resulted fn substantial adverse impacts to wildlife 
resources, which have been neither adequately assessed nor mitigated. fhere- 
fore, the Service recamnends that the Bonneville Power Administration pro- 
vide funds to: 1) conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the impacts of the 
Chief Joseph Project on wildlife resources; and 2) based on the ffndings of 
that evaluation, develop a mitigation and enhancement plan which rroul4 fully 
compensate the adverse wildlife impacts attributable to the project. 

The Service has the expertise and would like to particfpate in both the im- 
pact evaluation and mitfgatlon plan development. 
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Ipccial Garments 

A comprehensive evaluation of Chief Joseph's impact on wildlife resources 
should be conducted by a team of qualified biologists composed of represen- 
tatives from approprfate State, Federal and Tribal agencies. These include 
the UD6, CE, Colvflle Confederated Tribes, and the FUS. Ye suggest the eval- 
uation be based on habitat supported by population data tiere available. Ue 
believe that such an evaluation could be accomplished with a mfnfmun of new 
data collection by: 1) detailed survey of all historical pre-impoundment 
topographic/photographic data; 2) review of records and accounts of pre- 
project conditions, if available, from long-time residents, sportsmen, and 
fish and game personnel familiar with the area; 3) comparison of 1 and 2 
above with onsfte production estilaates from habitat types which currently 
exist adjacent to project boundaries and within the basin; and finally, 4) 
this inforamtfon can be canbined with methods contained in a habitat based 
evaluation procedure ccxmnonly employed by the FUS to detennfne mitigation 
needs. The evaluation's results should be presented in an impact assessment 
report and based on those results, a mitigation plan developed. This plan, 
if implemented, would fully compensate the adverse wildlife impacts identi- 
fied. 

In addition to assessing the direct impacts, we strongly believe the curtula- 
tive and secondary effects of this and other Colrrmbia Basin reservoirs should 
be evaluated. A principal focus of multiple project evaluation should be 
the broader effects of opefatfon of projects as a "systm', such as water 
fluctuations resulting from power peaking, etc. The extensive developnent 
that has occurred along the ColtJnbfa Rfver's flood plain has also cumula- 
tively reduced a varfety of wildlife habitats and related resources. Such 
developent and related wildlife losses would have been considerably less 
without construction and operation of Grand Coulee and other major Columbia 
River projects. In some instances there may have been so% net benefits to 
certain species/resources which need to be better identified. 

In conclusion, we believe no single agency or user group is responsible for 
the wildlife losses resulting from development and operation of the Chief 
Joseph Project. The proposals outlined fn this letter would be considered 
as *standard operating procedures' for evaluating new water development 
proposals under present State and Federal laws, rules, regulations, and 
policies. Unfortunately, these legal mandates which today provide for the 
protection of our wildlife resources wre either nonexf.stent or in their 
infancy when the Chief Joseph Project was being developed. However, both 
the Northwest Power Act and the Power Council's Fish and Yildli fe Program 
recognize this and together have given us an opportunity to correct our 
past mistakes. The Service is eager to move toward that end. 

James U. Teeter 
Acting Assistant Regional Of rector 
Habitat Resources 

cc: ES-Olympfa/Yoses Lake Colvflle Tribes 
CE-Seattle 'AD6 
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.Colville Confederated Tribes 
P.O. ,Box 150 - Nespelem. Washington 99155 (509) 634-3711 

May 10, 1984 

Mr. John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P. 0. box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Attention: Mr. James Meyer PJS 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

Our staff has reviewed th& Project Report on the "Wildlife Mitigation 
Status Review" for the following projects: Chelan, Tumwater/Dryden, 
Rock Island, Priest Rapids/Wanapux, Wells and Chief Joseph Dams. 

We feel, at this time, that they present the wildlife mitigation 
situation fairly well. 

Sipfcerely, 
. , *;//@( ,/'- /- N. ? ,:./ c- 

Y 
c ;r. Al Aubetiin, Chairman 

Colville Business Council 
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I. PROJECT NAME 

Grand Coulee Dam Project (Columbia Basin Project) 

II. PROJECT OPERATORS 

U.S. Department of the Interior/Bureau of Reclamation (BR) 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Location and Size 

The project consists of Grand Coulee Dam and three 
associated powerplants located in north-central Washington 
on the upper Columbia River at River Mile 596.5. The 
powerplants contain 24 generating units with a combined 
output capacity of 6,580 MW. FDR Lake (Franklin D. 
Roosevelt Reservoir) which was formed by the dam extends 151 
miles upstream to the Canadian border, contains about 650 
miles of shoreline and occupies a surface area of 80,000 
acres. 

B. Authorized Purposes 

The project is multipurpose with provisions 
generation, flood control 

for power 

irrigation. 
, improvement in navigation, and 

c. Brief History of Construction and Operation 

The original project was authorized for construction by the 
River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935. FDR lake was 
formed in 1939 following completion of the dam. 
completion occurred in 

Project 

operational. 
1942 with two powerplants 

The project was then reauthorized by the 
Columbia Basin Project Act of March 10, 1943. A third 
powerplant was authorized in 1966 (P.L. 89-448) and 
completed in 1980, with plans for an extension still under 
consideration. 

D. Other Pertinent Data 

1. Water level fluctuation and timing 

The project is operated to provide baseload generation of 
electricity and irrigation, with peak-load capability 
provided through the use of reversible pump generators which 
pump water from FDR to nearby Banks Lake. With addition of 
the third powerhouse, large surges and fluctuations of 
downstream flows have required riverbank protection measures 
to avoid instability and erosion. 
is 107,000 cfs (CWMG 1981). 

Average annual discharge 

To avoid flooding Canadian lands to the north, maximum FDR 
Lake elevation has been set at 1,290 feet above sea level. 
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Normal operating elevations vary between 1,208-1,290. The 
lake has a total storage capacity of 9,562,000 acre-feet, 
and an active capacity of 5,232,000 acre-feet. 

2. Land Ownership 

All lands adjacent to the lake shoreline are under Federal 
ownership up to elevation 1,310. The Bureau of Reclamation 
has acquired higher elevation lands where bank sloughing is 
particularly severe. Of these Federally controlled lands, 
21,000 acres are administered by the National Park Service 
(NPS) as a national recreation area (BR 1976). Included are 
25 sites specifically set aside as campgrounds with 
appropriate facilities, and 12 swimming beaches. Lands 
acquired for the project include 21,103 acres previously 
owned and/or allotted by the Colville Confederated and 
Spokane Indian Tribes. 

3. Indian Rights 

Under the auspices of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs and 
the Secretary of the Interior, a series of treaties and 
agreements were enacted during the 1800's which consolidated 
several Indian Tribes and their lands throughout north- 
central Washington (BR 1976). These Tribes are now known as 
the Colville Confederated and Spokane Tribes, and their 
reservations adjoin the Columbia and Spokane Rivers, 
respectively. The reservations provide the Tribes with 
opportunity to exercise their inherent rights of fishing and 
hunting. The Tribes have the responsibility to administer 
their own conservation laws within reservation boundaries. 

With the onset of the Grand Coulee Project, it was necessary 
for BR to acquire some 21,103 acres of reservation lands 
which would be inundated upon project completion. 
Additionally, it was also necessary to relocate a number of 
homesteads, roads, and other reservation facilities. The 
Tribes were reimbursed for the losses of land, but due to 
lack of adequate methodology no attempt was made to assess 
the impact of wildlife and habitat losses on the 
reservation, nor to develop compensatory measures. 

IV. WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 

A. Preconstruction Period 

Although no preimpoundment surveys exist to document the 
specific acreages and types of habitat lost, habitat for big 
game, upland birds, migratory birds, furbearers, and nongame 
wildlife was eliminated by the project: and wildlife 
dependent on this habitat was lost (BR 1976). Historical 
records also indicate that lands and vegetation inundated by 
formation of FDR Lake were similar to that which currently 
exists on the uplands adjacent to the project. 
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Landform, topography, and vegetation of the lower one-third 
to one-half of the project is characteristic of the Okanogan 
Highlands Province to the north and Shrub-Steppe Province to 
the south, as described by Franklin and Dyrness (1973). The 
uplands consist of moderately sloped benches and terraces 
occasionally cut by deep ravines and broken by steep rocky 
outcrops. Ground cover is predominantly native grasses 
interspersed with improved pasture and irrigated grazing 
lands. Other undisturbed areas consist of dense growths of 
shrubby vegetation and occasional stands of ponderosa pine 
and broadleaf trees. upstream of the mouth of the Spokane 
River (Spokane Arm) the uplands become generally more steep 
and mountainous, heavily forested with fir, pine, and 
western larch. 

Historical records also show the existence of riparian 
communities along tributary stream courses and selected 
reaches of the original floodplain (Oliver 1974). The 
vegetation in these riparian zones contained a diversity of 
plant species dependent upon moist soils such as water 
birch, hawthorn, chokecherry, currant, snowberry, 
serviceberry, wild rose, clematis, mock orange, and tall 
grasses and sedges. 
juniper, 

Ponderosa pine, aspen, cottonwood, 

1974). 
dogwood, and willow dominated the overstory (Oliver 

It is also reasonable to assume that small vegetated 
islands, rock outcrops, tree snags, and gravel bars/mud 
flats existed which were important to wildlife. Habitat 
conditions along the Grand Coulee tailwater prior to the 
downstream fill/stabilization project were similar to the 
reservoir basin upstream but never documented (WPRS 1981). 

The riparian eone and nearby uplands of the inundated area, 
combined with the -micro-climate effect of the river and 
protected reaches of the river corridor, provided an 
essential, vital environment for a wide variety of wildlife 
during all seasons of the year. However, these areas were 
most important during winter months and periods of lifecycle 
stress. The basin was, and still is, an important wintering 
area for big game such as mule deer and white-tailed deer, 
and occasionally elk (WPRS 1981). Upland birds most 
commonly found were chukar partridge, sharptail grouse, 
forest grouse, and mourning dove. Migratory waterfowl 
(particularly Canada geese), furbearers, and large avian 
predators such as bald and golden eagles, hawks, and owls 
also used the bottomlands in additiontothe coyote, black 
bear, bobcat, and a large variety of nongame birds and 
mammals (WPRS 1981). Early records indicate that breeding 
geese were probably absent from the upper Columbia prior to 
the 1900's due to poor forage production, use of the river 
for human travel, 
nearby islands. 

and overexploitation of breeding birds on 
Following the turn of the century, goose 

population estimates were unreliable because of access 
difficulty and the variety of nesting locations/habitat. No 
estimates are available for the number of nesting geese or 
other waterfowl on the Columbia prior to FDR inundation: 
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however, evidence suggests that populations were small and 
widespread (Ball et al. 1981). Further, since about 80 
percent of nest sitesin the Columbia Basin area are on 
islands, those in the upper river above Grand Coulee were 
obviously inundated. No preproject estimate of animal 
populations is currently available, but preliminary 
estimates by WDG biologists in the mid-1960's calculated 
populations of 5,000 to 10,000 deer, 5,000 pheasants, and 
100,000 mourning doves (Wash. Dept. of Game unpublished 
data). Surveys for nongame and threatened/endangered 
species were not conducted prior to project completion. 

Historical records suggest that bald eagles used the river 
corridor for wintering and occasionally for nesting. Early 
Colville residents report seeing three to five pairs or more 
nesting at the mouth of the San Poil River (Steve Judd pers. 
colml.). 

B. Postconstruction Period 

The project eliminated a major portion of the free-flowing 
river/stream courses in the basin, including 151 miles of 
the Columbia River, 32 miles of the Spokane River, 11 miles 
of the Kettle River, 2-3 miles of the Colville River, and 
20-30 miles of minor tributary streams (BR 1976). FDR Lake 
inundated 68,000 acres, with another 2,500 acres affected by 
relocated roads, homesteads, power lines, and related 
facilities. A minimum of 24 slide areas are known to exist 
with bank sloughing continuing annually due to water- 
saturated soils and wind/wave action. 

Aerial bald eagle surveys have been conducted since 1975 
during the months of October-March by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) and Washington Dept. of Game (WDG). 
These censuses reflect a sizeable wintering population 
averaging about 60-70 adult and 15-20 immature/subadult bald 
eagles using FDR Lake (Fielder and Starkey 1980). 

1. Project Operation 

Construction of the Third Powerhouse resulted in disturbance 
of 82 acres for project structures, 400 acres for switch 
yards and transmission lines, and 32 acres for roads 
(USDI/BR 1976). In addition, over 4 million cubic yards of 
excavated material from the powerhouse site were deposited 
along 6 miles (about 150 acres) of the right bank shoreline 
downstream from the dam. 

Riverbanks downstream from Coulee Dam are subject to 
increased landslides because of river fluctuations from 
operation of the Third Powerplant. TO prevent erosion, BR 
has implemented a downstream riverbank stabilization 
program, which resulted in the loss of approximately 250 
acres of wildlife habitat (WPRS 1981). 
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Fluctuating water levels in FDR Lake prevent the growth of 
submergent/emergent vegetation and leave potential nest 
sites susceptible to predation (Ball et al. 1981). As a -- 
re8ult, although the reservoir has some value for resting 
and wintering waterfowl, nesting and feeding habitat is very 
limited. Other waterfowl species use the reservoir most 
probably as a temporary stopover during migration periods. 
There is no known nesting by bald eagles in the area. 

V. WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY 

A. Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

No mitigation for wildlife affected by the original project 
was developed or proposed. Losses to wildlife resulting 
from the project were considered acceptable by project 
proponents in view of the benefits expected from primary 
project purposes. 

To mitigate for the impacts of downstream filling of 
material from the Third Powerplant, WDG and FWS submitted a 
plan to BR for development of the fill area as wildlife 
habitat. The plan included shaping the fill, planting 
suitable plant species important to wildlife, and creating 
goose nesting islands. Compensation measures proposed by 
WDG included creation of an artificial stream to establish 
riparian vegetation and/or development of goose pasture on 
Banks Lake. Planning for this effort was halted due to an 
ownership dispute among involved agencies and affected 
Tribes. In 1980, FWS prepared a separate wildlife 
mitigation plan for the downstream fill project to offset 
losses from bank stabilization alternatives (FWS 1980). 
This plan proposed wildlife enhancement measures for 
implementation on both banks of the Grand Coulee tailwater. 
A supplemental plan providing specifications and details of 
the 1980 plan was submitted to BR and accepted in 1983 
(FWS 1983). 

Conservation agencies also proposed compensation measures in 
earlier recommendations submitted to the Northwest Power 
Planning Council. The main recommendation involved 
acquisition of lands to compensate for wildlife and habitat 
lost due to inundation and construction activities. In 
particular, agencies proposed evaluation of specific 
drainages below 3,000 feet elevation to compensate for loss 
of prime winter range and increase wildlife production. 
Specific drainages listed included reaches of the Columbia, 
Pend Oreille, Colville, Kettle, Okanogan, San Poil, Curlew, 
and Methow Rivers. 
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B. Mitigation Agreements or Requirements 

In1981BRagreedtoacceptthe1980 FWS mitigation plan for 
impacts created by the downstream riverbank stabilization 
project. The plan also contained provisions for mitigation 
of downstream fill impacts. 

c. Mitigation Implemented 

None. 

VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING 

There are no studies currently being conducted in relation 
to the Grand Coulee Project wildlife impacts. 

Based on the 1980 FWS mitigation plan submitted to BR, 
measures are being implemented to retain or replace project- 
impacted wildlife affected by the Downstream Riverbank 
Stabilization Project. The project is currently in the 
engineering phase and scheduled for completion in 1985. 

The basic framework of the 1980 mitigation plan on the 
Downstream Riverbank Stabilization project includes the 
following: development of 14 acres of riparian-like habitat 
on level ground adjacent to the draws that transect 
Washington Flats on the left bank of the river: improvement 
of 14 acres of shrub-steppe habitat inside the draws: and 
establishment of a crop-sharing arrangement whereby existing 
dryland wheat fields at Washington Flats continue to be 
farmed for wheat, with the lessee (farmer) agreeing to raise 
and leave unharvested a 100foot-wide strip around each field 
(FWS 1980). Additionally, while cattle grazing would not be 
anticipated, it would be allowed at the discretion of the 
managing agency. Irrigation would also be required 
throughout the 100-year life of the project to improve the 
quality of the shrub-steppe habitat and to establish the 
riparian habitat base. These measures are intended to 
offset a major portion of the losses from the downstream 
stablilization project (FWS 1980). 
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VII. APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - Study Team 

Washington Department of Game - Gretchen Van Lom 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey 

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination 

July 1, 1983 Letter to Dick Woodworth (BR 
Boise) from FWS requesting 
information and identification 
of contact person. 

early July 1983 

July 18, 1983 

Response to July 1, 1983, FWS 
letter received from BR. 

Letter to CCT and Spokane 
Tribes from FWS initiating 
contact for stafus review and 
requesting name of contact 
persons from Tribes. 

J-8 



mid-July 1983 

late July 1983 

July 29, 1983 

early August 1983 

August 8, 1983 

Telephone contact with BR 
biologist Dr. R. McKown to set 
up meeting to discuss 
mitigation status review. 

Telephone contact with CCT 
biologist Judd. No contact 
received from Spokane Tribes. 
Meeting with BR biologist 
McKown to discuss status 
review. 

Letter to CCT biologist from 
FWS transmitting information 
on Grand Coulee status review 
requested by Tribe. 

FWS meeting with BR biologist 
to discuss status review, 
progress, 
information, 

availability of 
status of current 

mitigation and planning. FWS 
reviewed BR documents. 

August 15, 1983 

mid-Aug./early Sept. 19830 

August 30, 1983 

September 22, 1983 

late September 1983 - 

FWS received letters from CCT 
biologist Judd providing CCT 
comments on draft status 
review, recommended changes, 
and CCT concerns. Still no 
response from Spokane Tribes. 

Sent copies of second draft 
Grand Coulee status review to 
CCT, Spokane Tribes, and BR 
Grand Coulee office for review 
and comment. 

Attempted telephone contact 
with Spokane Tribes--no 
response. 

FWS received letter from CCT 
biologist Judd providing input 
to status review report. 

BPA received letter from BR 
regarding formal comments on 
Grand Coulee status review. 

Another attempt to make 
telepone contact with Spokane 
Tribes-- no response. 
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October 13, 1983 Letter to BR Boise from FWS 
with copy of final draft status 
review for review and comment. 

December 1, 1983 Letters received from BR Boise 
citing concurrence with status 
review report. 

March 27, 1984 Meeting between Starkey (FWS), 
Van Lom (WDG), and Adair (BR) 
to discuss status review. 

Individuals contacted during the Status Review: 

Washington Department of Game - R. Fries2 

U.S. Fish L Wildlife Service - C. Chambers 
M. Stempel 
R. Starkey 

Colville Confederated Tribes - S. Judd 
A. Aubertin 

Spokane Indian Business Council - J. Samuels 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation - R. Woodworth 
R. McKown 
R. Adair 
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APPENDIX C 

Comments 
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May 14, 1984 

John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Ach~inistration 
Post Office Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Attn: James Meyer 

Dear llr. Palensky: 

My staff has reviewed the mitigation status review report for Grand Coulee 
project. Our cofmnents follow. 

The report points out that no pre-impoundment surveys were conducted to 
document specific acreages and types of habitat loss or the kinds and numbers 
of wildlife affected by the project. I think we can safely say, however, that 
habitat for big game, upland birds, migratory birds, furbearers, and nongama 
wildlife was eliminated, and wildlife dependent upon this habitat was lost. 
Historical records show existence of riparian communities along the stream 
courses on the lower parts of the flood plain. Uplands were most likely 
similar to uplands in the present vicinity of the project. The riparian 
zone and nearby uplands, combined with the micro-climate effect of the river, 
provided an essential environmnt for a wide variety of wildlife during all 
seasons of the year. The basin was a particularly important wintering area 
for big game such as mule deer and white-tailed deer. Upland birds most 
comnonly found in the area were chukar, partridge, sharp-tailed grouse, forest 
grouse, and mourning dove. Migratory waterfowl, particularly Canada geese, 
furbearers, and large avian predators such as bald and golden eagles also use 
this area. Coyote, black bear, bobcat, and a large variety of nongame birds 
and mammals were also comon to the area. The project eliminated 151 river 
miles of riparian and flood plain habitat along the Columbia River. The lake 
itself inundated approximately 70 thousand acres of wildlife habitat. 
Construction of the third powerhouse resulted in the loss of an additional 
600 acres of habitat. In addition, fluctuating water levels prevent growth 
of littoral and riparian vegetation within the fluctuation zone. 

Assessments of inpacts to wildlife resulting from Grand Coulee project have 
been after-the-fact, with data that were generalized, vague, and unquantitative. 
The effect of construction activities on wildlife has never been properly 
addressed. Identification of habitat types and acreages has never occurred. 
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J. Palensky 
May 14. 1984 
Page two 

Yhile there are references to animal species and variety, population levels 
were not accurately estimated. Evaluation of the significance of loss of 
habitat for these species in quantitative or ecological terms was not provided. 
The influence of FDR Lake on migration routes or historical ranges, of certain 
affected species, has not been assessed. Finally, impacts to nongame species 
were generally overlooked and rare, threatened, and endangered species ignored. 

The impact of FDR Lake operation identified in existing studies has been 
covered only in general qualitative tenns. Host reports focus on bank sloughing 
and downstream fluctuation of tail water levels. The impacts of increased recrea- 
tional use on wildlife and habitat have been omitted, as well as effects of develop- 
ment of public use facilities on wildlife which currently use the lake and uplands. 

Mo mitigation for wildlife affected by the original project was developed or pro- 
posed. Losses to wildlife resulting from the project were considered acceptable by 
project proponents in view of benefits expected from primary project purposes. 

Some measures were proposed to mitigate effects of construction of the third power- 
house on wildlife, but none have been implemented. Based on evidence, knowledge of 
habitat types, extent of wildlife use/dependancy of habitats adjacent to the project 
boundaries, and what we know concerning preprojectconditions., it is reasonable to 
conclude that there were major losses of critical range and associated wildlife in 
the reservoir basin when Lake FDR was formed. The protected lower elevation hab- 
itat found in this area is particularly important to big game species. Similarly, 
the riparian zone which existed was critical to a wide variety of wildlife as dis- 
cussed in the report. Because of these factors this department feels that impacts 
resulting from the original Grand Coulee project have never been adequately asses- 
sed. 

Since assessments of wildlife damages were never conducted for the original Grand 
Coulee dam and reservoir project, mitigation was neither developed nor implemented. 
The mitigation plan developed for the third powerhouse/downstream riverbank stabli- 
zation project should achieve satisfactory mitigation for this part of the project 
if implemented. 

Resources affected by the third powerhouse project were assessed after-the-fact 
and a mitigation plan was developed. If measures recorwnded by the state and 
federal wildlife agencies are fully implanted, an acceptable level of mitigation 
should be achieved for the third powerhouse project. 

Colville Confederated Tribes however, feel that resources affected on the reser- 
vation have not been properly assessed or mitigated. 

Impact assessments for the original project development need to be conducted. 
This could be achieved through a detailed survey of historical pre-impoundment 
topigraphic and photographic data, review of records and accounts of prepro- 
ject and conditions, if available, from long-term residents, sportsmen and fish 
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3. Palensky 
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Page three 

and game personnel familiar with the area and on-site production estimates 
fron habitat iypes which currently exist adjacent to the project boundaries 
and within the basin. This information can then be used in habitat-based 
analyses to detenine habitat and wildlife losses and establish mitigation 
levels. 
occurring 

These analyses must consider habitat gains and losses due to operations 
after project completion, as well as ass-d habitat changes had the 

project not been built. Proposed mitigation lands and habitat development 
can be evaluated to identify suitable sites for acquisition and mitigation plans 
then developed. 

There are some measures which could be implemnted without further study. The 
1980 mitigation plan and the 1983 supplemental plan submitted to Bureau of 
Reclamation by the Fish and Wildlife Service should be fully implemented to 
achieve mitigation for the downstream river bank stabilization project. 
Further, the five-year monitoring program to document success of the plan's 
recommendations should commence so .that further refinements in mitigation 
efforts can be made to achieve the desired results. 

Two studies have been proposed to collect baseline information on several 
wildlife species which use FDR Lake area. Cal ville Confederated Tribe proposed 
a study to identify big game movement patterns, migration routes, seasonal range 
used, population parameters, and habitat cmonents on the Colville Reservation. 
This information should be combined with similar studies in other reservoir 
areas to include current big game use and provide data for the habitat-based 
analyses to determine overall impacts of the project on big game species. 

The second is a proposed cooperative study with Battelle Northwest, Chelan PUD, 
Corps of Engineers, Fish and Yildlife Service, and Washington Game Department 
to collect bald eagle wintering data on Coltiia and Snake rivers. Information 
gathered in this study would contribute to current information on bald eagle 
winter use of Franklin Delano.Roosevelt shorelines and tributaries. The study 
is designed to determine peak wintering populations, age classes, concentration 
areas, food sources, perch sites, 
species. 

and other habitat cmonents for this important 
We support these studies, which will be valuable to identify important 

big game and bald eagle habitat areas around FDR reservoir and provide background 
for further mitigation studies proposed above. 

There is, if all parties agree, a shorter method of achieving mitigation on this 
project which may be more efficient. This would involve: (1) a review of any 
maps, photos, and aerial photos available to estimate kinds and amounts of 
habitat lost due to construction of Grand Coulee project; (2) acquisition of a 
similar amount of land (to that lost to inundation) to be identified by wildlife 
agencies, tribes, and project operator; and (3) development and implementation 
of a mitigation and maintenance plan to replace the lost habitat and wildlife. 

J-14 



. .* 

J. Palensky 
May 14, 1984 . 
Page four 

We're looking forward to a consultation and coordination session with all 
parties involved to determine the next step in the wildlife mitigation process. 

Very truly yours, 

THE DEPARTIHT OF GAME 

JMJ:pr-b 

James !I. Johnston 
Assistant Director 
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United States 
Department of the Interior 

John Palcnsky 
Director, Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Attention: James Meyer 
P. 0. BOX 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97200 

Fish and Wildlife Service 

lalwTadwT0: Ywr R&rwk-c: 

May 10, 1984 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

As requested we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on 
wildlife Mitigation for the Grand Coulee Dam and Reservoir 
Project, which was jointly prepared by the Habitat Resources 
Division of the Fish and Wildlife Service (PWS) and the 
Washington State Department of Game (WDG) under contract with the 
Bonneville Power Administration. The following represents the 
formal response of the F'WS regarding the subject project. 

General Comments 

We have completed an extensive search of agency files and 
reference materials and find that we have no additional 
information with which to make corrections or additions to the 
subject report. Insofar as our resource interests are concerned, 
we find the report to be complete and accurately written. 

It is clear from the report's content that original construction 
and operation of the project has resulted in substantial adverse 
impacts to wildlife resources, 
assessed nor mitigated. 

which have been neither adequately 
Therefore, the Sefvice recommends that 

the Bonneville Power Administration provide funds to: 1) conduct 
a comprehensive evaluation of the impacts of the Grand Coulee 
project on wildlife resources: 
that evaluation, 

and 2) based on the findings of 
develop a mitigation and enhancement plan which 

would fully compensate the adverse wildlife impacts attributable 
to the project. 

The Service ha6 the expertise and would like to participate in 
both the impact evaluation and mitigation plan development. 
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Specific Comments 
, . 

A comprehensive evaluation of Grand Coulee's impact on wildlife 
resources should be conducted by a team of qualified biologists 
composed of representatives from appropriate State, Federal, and 
Tribal agencies. These include the WDG, BR, Colville 
Confederated and Spokane Tribes, and the PWS. We suggest the 
evaluation be based on habitat supported by population data where 
available. We believe that such an evaluation could be 
accomlished with a minimum of new data collection by: 1) 
detailed #survey of all historical preimpoundment 
topographic/photographic data: 2) review of records and accounts 
of preproject conditions, if available, from long-time residents, 
sportsmen, and fish and game personnel familiar with the area: 3) 
comparison of 1 and 2 above with onsite production estimates from 
habitat types which currently exist adjacent to project 
boundaries and within the basin: and finally, 4) this information 
can be combined with methods contained in a habitat-based 
evaluation procedure commonly employed by the FWS to determine 
mitigation needs. The evaluation's results should be presented 
in an impact assessment report and based on those results, a 
mitigation plan developed. This plan, if implemented, would 
fully compensate the adverse wildlife impacts identified. 

In addition to assessing the direct impacts, we strongly believe 
the cumulative and secondary effects of this and other Columbia 
Basin reservoirs should be evaluated. A principal focus of 
multi+e project evaluation should be the broader effects of 
operation of projects as a "system," such as water fluctuations 
resulting from power peaking,etc. The extensive development that 
has occurred along the Columbia River’s flood plain has also 
cumulatively reduced a variety of wildlife habitats and related 
resources. Such development and related wildlife losses would 
have been considerably less without construction and operation of 
Grand Coulee and other major Columbia River projects. In some 
instances there may have been some net benefits to certain 
species/resources which need to be better identified. 

In conclusion, we believe no single agency or user group is 
responsible for the wildlife losses resulting from development 
and operation of the Grand Coulee Project. The proposals 
outlined in this letter would be considered as "standard 
operating procedures" for evaluating new water development 
proposals under present State and Federal laws, rules, 
regulations, and policies. Unfortunately, these legal mandates 
which today provide for the protection of our wildlife resources 
were either nonexistent or in their infancy when the Grand Coulee 
project was being developed. However, both the NWPA and the 
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Council's Fish and wildlife Program recognized this and together 
have given us a.n opportunity to correct our past mistakes. The 
Service is eager to move toward that end. 
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Colville Confederated Tribes 
PD. ‘Box 150 - Nespelem, Washington 99155 (509) 634-4711 

May 10, 1984 

Mr. John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Attention: Pk. James Meyer PJS 

Dear Mr. Palensky: 

Our staff has reviewed the Project Report on the 'Wildlife Mitigation 
Status Review" for Grand Coulee Dam. 

We feel that it presents an accurate picture of the wildlife 
mitigation situation for the Grand Coulee Dam project. 

We are looking forward to working with you further on wildlife 
mitigation efforts for the area. 

,A1 Aube&in, Chairman 
Colville Business Council 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF RECLW.lTW)N 

PIcIklC YoRTHnEsT RECW% 
F.EDLIL BIILDIYC. f; U.S. c(Y'annl0l'>b. 

;;,';-.G.PN 152 

I RO\ 043-55~ *E,T FORT STRf.ET 
BohL. ll).ulo RJS=I4 

Mr. John Palensky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Attention: Hr. James Meyer 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.D. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Hr. Meyer: 

We have reviewed the mitigation status report for Grand Coulee Dam which 
you sent by letter dated April 23, 1984. Following are our comments: 

1II.C: FDR Lake was filled in 1941. Project completion was not in 1942. 
m42, there were only six units installed in the Left Powerplant. The 
Right Powerplant was not constructed until after Yorld War II. 

III.D.3., Second Paragraph: Rather than lack of methodology, we suggest 
that the reason no attempt was made to assess the impact on wildlife was 
because the nation's primary'goals of the 1930’s were economic recovery and 
employment. 

1V.A. and B: The reference to loss of animals should not be a part of this 
report. The purpose of this report is to discuss what mitigation was 
implemented for the project. The next report, which is the Loss Estimate 
Report, will assess the habitat and numbers of animals lost. 

v.c: Mitigation for the Downstream Riverbank Stabilization Project has 
been initiated. The Uashington Flats area has been purchased and a test 
well drilled for a source of water to irrigate the vegetation that will be 
planted for wildlife habitat. 

Regional Director 

cc: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Olympia, WA 
Washington Department of Game, Attention: Gretchen Von Lom, Yakima, WA 
Project Manager, Grand Coulee, WA 
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BANKS LAKE PROJECT 

Prepared by 

Washington Department of Game 

and 
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for 
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I. PROJECT NAME 

Banks Lake 

II. PROJECT OPERATORS 

United States Department of the Interior/Bureau of 
Reclamation (BR) , 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Location and Size 

Banks Lake is a man-made reservoir located in the S+mile- 
long gorge known as the Grand Coulee in central Washington. 
The lake was formed by the construction of two earth filled 
dams, one at either end of the coulee. North Dam, near the 
town of Grand Coulee, is 145 feet high and 1,460 feet long. 
Dry Falls, at the south end of the lake near Coulee City, is 
123 feet high and 8,880 feet long. 

Water is pumped from Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) lake and 
enters Banks lake through a feeder canal. The lake is 27 
miles long andvaries fromlto3 miles wide, with a surface 
area of 27,800 acres at full pool. At full capacity, Banks 
Lake holds 1,275,000 acre-feet of water. Active capacity is 
715,000 acre-feet. 

The pumping-generating plant is located at Grand Coulee Dam. 
The plant was originally built to pump irrigation water into 
Banks Lake, with facilities for power generation added over 
20 years later. The plant contains six 65,000 horsepower 
centrifugal single-stage pumps rated at 1,600 cubic feet per 
secnd and six reversible pump-turbine units rated at 1,750 
cubic feet per secnd. Each pump-turbine unit has a rated 
generating capacity of 50,000 kilowatts of electricity. The 
planned power generating capacity when all six units are in 
operation is 300,000 kilowatts of power (USBR 1976). 

B. Authorized Purposes 

The project is multi-purpose with features for flood 
control, navigation improvement, streamflow regulation, 
irrigation storage, and power generation. 

c. Brief History 

Banks Lake was formed in 1951, 10 years after the first 
generators at Grand Coulee Dam began operation. The 
original purpose of the project was to provide an equalizing 
reservoir for the Columbia Basin Project (CBP). Power 
generation facilities were added to the project over 20 
years after its formation. 

In 1974, construction of the first two reversible pump- 
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generator (P/G) units was completed. 
and 8, were followed by P/G 9, 10, 

These two units, P/G 7 
and 11 which became 

operational in 1983. 
in April 1904. 

P/G 12 is expected to be operational 

D. Other Pertinent Data 

1. Water level fluctuation and timing 

Maximum and minimum water levels in Banks Lake are 1,570 
feet and 1,517 feet above sea level, respectively. Between 
1956 and 1976, annual water fluctuations in Banks Lake 
during the irrigation season ranged from 8 to 27 feet. The 
27-foot drawdown occurred to facilitate maintenance 
activities (USBR 1976). With complete CBP development, 
fluctuations may be as much as 40 feet (USBR 1976). 

2. Land Ownership 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) acquired approximately 
44,700 acres of land for the construction of Banks lake. In 
1953, the Bureau transferred fish and wildlife and 
recreational management of the land and surrounding Bureau 
lands the State of Washington through a Memorandum of 
Agreement. Subsequent agreements between Washington 
Department of Game and Washington State Parks and Recreation 
Commission designated areas to be managed by each agency 
individually and by both cooperatively. These verbal 
agreements are presently being revised.. The Banks Lake 
Habitat Management Area managed by Washington Department of 
Game comprises 36,470 acres. In addition, 8,230 acres at 
Steamboat Rock State Park are managed jointly by Washington 
Department of Game and Washington 
Recreation Commission. 

State Parks and 

3. Indian Rights 

None known. 

IV. WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 

A. Preconstruction Period 

No site-specific wildlife and habitat studies exist for 
Banks Lake prior to 1951 when the lake was formed. Impacts 
to wildlife and habitat specifically related to 
hydroelectric power generation at Banks Lake are difficult 
to pinpoint and are generally restricted to effects of 
power-related water level fluctuations (see "Operational 
History"). 

Banks Lake is located in the geologic region known as the 
channel scablands, an area in which basalt rock has been 
eroded by ice and water to form deep, steep-walled canyons 
(Brackett 1970). Lakes, marshes, and potholes are found 
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throughout the area: 
part of the year. 

most of them contain waier during only 
The sagebrush-bunchgrass vegetation zone 

in which Banks Lake is found is characterized by grasses 
such as bunchgrass, foxtail, 
as bitterbrush, 

and cheatgrass and shrubs such 
sagebrush, and rabbitbrush (Brackett 1978). 

Before Banks lake was formed, wildlife in the area included 
mule deer, 
partridge, 

ring-necked pheasants, valley quail, Hungarian 
sage grouse, mourning doves, cottontail rabbits, 

muskrat, mink, 
waterfowl. 

and a variety of nesting and migratory 
All of these species still existed in the Banks 

Lake area after the formation of the lake, although habitat 
quality and quantity was reduced for some and enhanced for 
others as a result. Initial inundation impacts and benefits 
will not be discussed here, as the original and primary 
purpose of Banks lake was for irrigation and not 
hydroelectric power generation. 

B. Post-Construction Period 

The first two pump-turbine units began generating power from 
water stored in Banks Lake in 1974. For purposes of this 
report, "post-construction" will refer to the period 
following initiation of power production at Banks Lake. All 
but one of the pump-generators has been in operation: the 
final unit, P/G- 12, 
of 1984. 

is expected to be commercial in spring 

There is no quantitative infortiation available on the 
impacts of power generation at Banks Lake to wildlife and 
habitat. In 1983, the U.S. Fish and Wildllfe Service (FWS) 
presented recommendations for enhancement of wildlife at 
Banks Lake to the BR. 
recommendations. 

The WDG is currently reviewing these 
USFWS (1983) found that waterfowl 

populations at Banks Lake peaked during spring and fall 
migration. Eight species of dabbling ducks and seven 
species of diving ducks were observed during spring aeri;l 
surveys, as well as coots, 
(USFWS 1983). 

mergansers, and Canada geese 
Surveys in 1982 found 102 Canada goose nests 

at Banks Lake, most of them on islands at the north and 
south ends of the lake. Human disturbance and lack of 
brood-rearing habitat are the most likely factors limiting 
goose production at Banks Lake (USFWS 1983). 

Chukars are numerous throughout the project area, while 
California quail, ring-necked pheasant, 
are locally common. 

and gray partridge 

(USFWS 1983). 
Mourning doves are common migrants 

"significant" 
Mule deer populations are thought to be 

in the Banks Lake area, although no population 
estimates are available (USFWS 1983). Ruskrat, coyote, 
bobcat, raccoon, mink, weasels, striped skunk, badger, and 
beaver are furbearers found in the Banks Lake area (USFWS 
1983). Significant winter bald eagle use occurs at Banks 
Lake. Over the last 10 years, an average of 21 bald eagles 
(13 adults and eight subadults) have wintered at Banks Lake 
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(Fielder and Starkey 1980). Aerial counts in December 1981 
found 119 eagles at the lake (USFWS 1983). Two bald eagle 
night roosts exist near the lake (USFWS 1983). Other 
nongame birds and mammals provide nonconsumptive 
recreational enjoyment for many people (USFWS 1983). 

C. Operational History 

Fluctuation in reservoir water levels is the major factor 
limiting wildlife and habitat at Banks Lake (USFWS 1983). 
Alternate flooding and drying of the lake perimeter prevents 
establishment of emergent and riparian vegetation (USFWS 
1983). 

Factors which determine the magnitude and timing of 
fluctuations in Banks lake include (1) water levels in FDl? 
Lake, (2) operations at Grand Coulee Dam, (3) irrigation 
demands of CBP, and (4) maintenance and construction 
activities (USFWS 1983). Use of water from Banks Lake to 
provide power to Grand Coulee during peak demand periods and 
increased irrigation demands of the CBP are expected to 
further affect water level fluctuations in the future (USFW? 
1983). 

V. WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY 

A. Mitigation Requested or Proposed 

In 1974, 
at 

when the first pump-generator units began operation 
Banks Lake, no mitigation for possible impacts to 

wildlife and/or wildlife habitat was proposed. 

More recently the FWS provided management objectives and 
specific recommendations for Banks Lake wildlife (USFk!:'c 
1383). General recommendations include fencing, controlling 
vehicle access, planting suitable vegetation, creation of 
wetlands, and placement of nesting platforms (USFWS 1983). 

To mitigate the impacts of increased power generation (water 
level fluctuation), USFWS (1983) recommends operating Banks 
Lake at full pool year round and crearing subimpoundments 
for wildlife. Recommendations for control of erosion caused 
by fluctuating water levels include vegetation plantings, 
construction of offshoer log booms or reefs, riprapping and 
grooming/structuring of banks (USFWS 1983). 

B. Mitigation Agreements or Requirements 

No agreements were made to mitigate losses of wildlife and 
habitat caused by development of hydroelectric power 
facilities at Banks Lake. 

c. Mitigation Implemented 
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None. 

VI. CURRENT STUDIES AND PLANNING 

BR has received and reviewed the Banks Lake Wildlife 
Enhancement Report prepared by USFWS (1983). BR and FWS are 
in the process of prioritizing the recommendations given in 
the report and preparing cost:benefit analysis on those 
recommendations. It is estimated that actual implementation 
of enhancement measures will not take place for 2-3 years 
(Cline Sweet, BR, pers. comm.). 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - Study Team 

Washington Department of Game - Gretchen Van Lam 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Ron Starkey 

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination 

1. Project Contacts 

Bob Adair, BR, Boise 
Cline Sweet, BR, Ephrata 
Jerry Pedcrson, BR, Grand Coulee 
Dick Woodworth, BR, Boise 



2. Summary 

July 1, 1983 - Letter to Dick Woodworth (BR, Boise) 
from FWS requesting information and 
identification of contact person. 

early July 1983 - Response to July 1, 1983, FWS letter 
received from BR. 

March 1, 1984 - WDG made phone contact with Bob Adair 
(BR, Boise) to inform him of initiating 
of status review, set date for meeting. 

March 2, 1984 - Made phone contact with Cline Sweet (BR, 
Ephrata) to get information on Banks 
Lake Enhancement Report. 

March 27, 1984 - Meeting between study team and BR to 
discuss status review. 

March 29, 1984 - Made phone contact with Jerry Pederson 
(BR, Grand Coulee) to get information on 
Banks Lake power Production 
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APPENDIX C 

Comments 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692 
SD0 N.E. llultnomah Street 

Portland, Oregon 97232 

3ca(P8l984 

June 27, 1984 

Mr. John Palenrky 
Director, Division of Fish and Vildl.ife 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Department of Energy 
P.D. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Yr. Palensky: 

As requested, we have reviewed a copy of the Status Report on Wildlife Miti- 
gation for the Banks Lake Project, which was jointly prepared by the Habitat 
Resources Division of the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the Washington 
Department of Gane (WDG) under contract with the Bonneville Power 
Administration. The following represents the formal response of the FHS. 
regarding the subject project. 

General Comments 

We have canpleted an extensive search of agency files and reference materials 
and find that we have no additional information with which to make corrections 
or additions to the subject report. Insofar as our resource interests are 
concerned, we find the report to be canplete and accurately written. 

Impacts resulting fran original developnent of the Banks Lake Project were 
specifically related to the project's primary purposes of irrigation and, 
therefore, fall outside the scope of the WPA. However, subsequent expansion 
of the project to include power generation, resulting in water fluctuations 
and other changes of reservoir operation, have created impacts to wildlife 
resources of primary interest to the FYS. Such impacts do fall under the 
purview of the NUPA and, to our knowledge, have never been adequately 
assessed. Since there may have been some benefits to certain wildlife species 
and there is opportunity for additional mitigation or enhancement, such as 
outlined in our Enhancement Report to the Bureau of Reclamation (1983), we 
believe an assessment study is vitally needed. Therefore, the Service 
recommends that the Bonneville Power Administration provide funds to: 
(1) conduct a canprehensive evaluation of the impacts of the Banks Lake 
Project on wildlife resources; and (2) based on the findings of that 
evaluation, develop a mitigation and/or enhancement plan which would fully 
canpensate impacts attributable to the project. 

The Service has the expertise and would like to participate in both the impact 
evaluation and mitigation/enhancement plan development. 
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Specific Cements 

A canprehensive evaluation of the Banks Lake Project's impact on wildlife 
resources should be conducted by a tean of qualified biologists composed of 
representatives fran appropriate private, State, Federal, and Tribal agencies. 
These include the UDG, BR, Colville Tribes, and FUS. Ue suggest the 
evaluation be based on habitat supported by population data where available. 
Ye believe that such an evaluation could be accarnplished with a minimum of new 
data collection by: (1) detailed survey of all historical pre-impoundment 
topographic/photographic data; (2) review of records and accounts of 
pre-project conditions, if available, fran long-time residents, sportsmen, and 
fish and game personnel familiar with the area; (3) canparison of 1 and 2 
above with onsite production estimates fran habitat types which currently 
exist adjacent to project boundaries and within the basin; and finally 
(4) this information can be canbined with methods contained in a habitat-based 
evaluation procedure camaonly employed by the FUS to determine mitigation 
needs. The evaluation's results should be presented in an impact assessment 
report and, based on those results, a mitigation plan developed. This plan, 
if implemented, 
identified. 

would fully capensate the adverse wildlife impacts 

In addition to assessing the direct impacts, we strongly believe the 
cumulative and secondary effects of this and other Colunbia Basin resewoirs 
should be evaluated. A principal focus of multiple project evaluation should 
be the broader effects of operation of projects as a "system", such as water 
fluctuations resulting fran power peaking, etc. The extensive development 
that has occurred along the Columbia River floodplain has also cunulatively 
reduced a variety of wildlife habitats and related resources. Such 
development and related wildlife losses would have been considerably less 
without construction and operation of the Banks Lake Project and other major 
Collrmbia River projects. In some instances, there may have been some net 
benefits to certain species/resources which netd to be better identified. 

In conclusion, we believe that no single agency or user group is responsible 
for the wildlife losses resulting fran development and operation of the Banks 
Lake Project. unfortunately, the legal mandates which today provide for the 
protection of our wildlife resources were either nonexistent or in their 
infancy when the Banks Lake Project was being developed. However, both the 
NUPA and the Council's Fish and Wildlife Program recognize this and together 
have given us an opportunity to correct our past mistakes. The Sewice is 
eager to move toward that end. 

Sincerely, 

1 3Lf-T L"&Ikzpa 

Assistant Regional Director 
Habitat Resources 

cc: ES, Olympia and Moses Lake 
UDC 
BR (Adair) 
Colville Tribes 
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United States Department of the Interior 
BURUUOFRECL4MATlON 

P.+ClFIC NOBTWEST RECIDS 
FEDEML BUlLDMC Ir U.S. CDUBTHDUiE 

BOX OIS-SW) WEST FOllf STBEET 
BOISE. IDAHO 1724 

3UL 27 884 

Mr. James Meyer 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Our Grand Coulee Project Office, Columbia Basin Project Office, and regional 
office have reviewed the 'Mitigation Status Report on Banks Lake" which you 
sent by letter dated June 8, 1984. 

Our general comment is that Banks Lake has developed into one of the State's 
most important lake sport fisheries, and has enhanced waterfowl habitat 
significantly. In addition, the Banks Lake area provides a food source for 
bald eagles which winter in the project area. We find it difficult to 
believe that mitigation should be considered for this project. 

Our specific comments are: 

Page 1, 1II.B .--The Columbia Basin Project is a multiple-purpose project 
having as its initial purposes control of floods, improvement of navigation, 
regulation of streamflow, provisions for storage and for delivery of stored 
waters for the reclamation of lands and other beneficial uses, and the 
generation of electric energy as a means of financially aiding and assisting 
in the carrying out of such purposes. While individual project features do 
not have 'authorized purposes," feature costs are allocated to one or more 
of the specific project-wide authorizations. We suggest deleting the 
sentence in the report and substituting the following sentence: "Banks Lake 
is a multipurpose equalizing reservoir. Operation of the reservoir provides 
for the resident kokanee fishery, recreation, winter power peaking, and 
Sumner irrigation.' 

iF-== 
--We suggest adding the following sentences: "Banks Lake 

uctuatlons were discussed in Attachment B of the Bureau's November 17, 
1983, letter to the Power Planning Council. Attachment B covers measures to 
be taken by the Bureau and states the 'operation objective will be to keep 
Banks Lake as full as possible year-round and not fluctuate the reservoir 
more than 5 feet whenever possible." 

2, D,2.--We suggest substituting the following paragraph for the 
b the report: "The Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) acquired 
approximately 44,700 acres of land for the construction of Banks Lake. In 
1953, the Bureau transferred fish and wildlife and recreational management 
of the lake and surrounding Bureau lands to the State of Uashington through 
a Memorandum of Agreement. Subsequent agreements between Washington 
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Department of Game and Uashingfon State Parks and Recreation Coumission 
designated areas to be managed by each agency individually and by both 
cooperatively. These verbal agreements are presently being revised. The 
Banks Lake Habitat Management Area managed by Washington Department of Game 
coqwises 36,470 acres. In addition, 8,230 acres at Steamboat Rock State 
Park are managed jointly by Washington Department of Same and Washington 
State Parks and Recreation Conmission.' 

Paqe 3, 8.. First Paragraph--The last sentence of this paragraph should be 
changed to reflect the fact that all of the pump generators have been 
operational since April 1984. 

Page 3, B., Second Paragraph--We suggest the following insert after the 
second sentence: 'The Department of Gane is currently reviewing these 
recomnendations." 

We look forward to meeting with you, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
Department of Game on this project. 

Sincerely yours, 

Regional Director 

cc: Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Olympia, Washington 

Area Manager, Uashington Department of Game, Ephrata, Washington 
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Status Report on Wildlife Mitigation 

LOWER SNAKE RIVER PROJECT 
Ice Harbor, Little Goose, Lower Monumental, 

and Lower Granite Locks and Dams 

Prepared by 

Washington Department Of GI!u~~ 

and 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

for 

Bonneville Power Administration 

in response to the 
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I. PROJECT NAME 

Lower Snake River Dams (Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little 
Goose, and Lower Granite) 

II. PROJECTOPERATORS 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Walla Walla District 

III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Location and Size 

The project is a series of four dams and reservoirs located 
southeastern Waahington and w88tern Idaho. 

Ice Harbor Dam is located 9.7 mile8 up8tream from the mouth 
of the Snake River. The dam is a concrete gravity structure 
2,798 feet long and 100 feet high and include8 fi8h pa88age 
facilitie8, 
88ction, 

a six-unit pOW8rhOU88, 
and a navigation lock. 

a ten-bay spillway 

603,000 kw. 
The generating capacity is 

Lake SaCajawea (IC8 Harbor R888rVOir) 8Xtend8 
31.9 mile8 up8tream with a 8urface area of 8,375 acre8 and a 
8horelina length of 83.4 mil88. fC8 Harbor project occurs 
in Walla Walla and Franklin COtnti88. 

Lower Monumental Dam i8 located at RiV8r Mile (RM) 41.6 
about 32 miles upstream from fC8 Harbor Dam. The dam is a 
concrete gravity 8tructure 100 feet high with a crest length 
of 3,800 feat and inClUd88 a navigation lock, two fish 
ladders, an eight-bay spillway, and a 8iX-Unit pOW8rhOU8e. 
The generating capacity is 810,000 kw. Lake Herbert G. W88t 
(Lower Monumental R8SerVOir) extends 28.7 miles upstream 
with a surface area of 6,590 acre8 and a Shoreline length of 
83.6 Xlil88. Lower Monumental project occur8 in Walla Ualla, 
Franklin, Columbia, and Whitman counties. 

The Little Go088 Dam is located at RM 70.3, upstream of 
Lower Monumental Dam. The dam i8 a 8traight line, concrete 
gravity structure 98 feat high and 2,670 feet long 
include8 a navigation lock, a 8ix-unit powerhoube, 

and 

service bay, 
8tation 

faciliti88. 
an eight-bay spillway, and fi8h paSSage 

Lake Bryan (Little GO088 R888rVOir) 8Xt8nds 
37.2 mile8 upstream to Lower Granite Dam. Th8r8 are 93.2 
miles of shoreline with a surface area of 10,025 acres. The 
generating capacity is 810,000 kw. Little Go088 project 
occurs in Whitman, Columbia, and Garfield countiaa. 

Lower Granite Dam is located at RM 107.5, up8tream of Little 
GOO8e Dam. The dam is a concrete gravity structure 100 feet 
high and 3,200 feet in length and includes a fi8h ladder, 
8ix-unit powerhou8e, spillway, and navigation lock. The 
maximum generator rating is 810,000 kw. Lower Granite Lake 
(Lower Granite R8SerVOir) extend8 39.3 mil88 up8tream to the 
vicinity of Asotin, Washington (Whitcorn, Garfield, and 
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A8otin counties), and 4.6 miles upstream on the Clearwater 
River into Idaho (NSZ Perce County). Eight miles of 
the Snake RiV8r are included in the Idaho portion Of the 
reservoir. Th8 8UrfaC8 area i8 approxirrrtely 8,900 aCr88 at 
normal 818vation with a 8horeline leng+-h of 92 mil88. Two 
levees along th8 Snake and Clearwater river8 (7.6 mile8 
total) protect the city of L8wiston. 

Power lines for 8aCh dam are 0.25 to 0.5 mile long, 500 kw, 
and connect with the nearest Bonneville 8ub8tation. 

B. Authorized Purpo888 

The authorized purpo88s of the Lower Snake River dam8 and 
locks inClUd8 navigation and hydrO818CtriC power generation. 
Ice Harbor i8 al80 authoriz8d for irrigation. Although not 
authorized, additional ~88s of th8 project include 
recreation, Wildlif8, irrigation, and flood control. 

c. Brief Bi8tOry 

Th8 first formal propo8al for d8ValOpm8nt of th8 lower Snake * 
River wa8 adopted by Congr888 in 1902. Other action8 
follow8d in 1910 and 1935 leading to th8 River and Harbor 
Act of 1945. Under the provi8ion8 of thi8 Act, con8truction 
of a 8eries of dam8 was authorized on the Snake River 
betW88n the confluance of the Columbia and Snake River8 and 
Lewiston, Idaho. Hou8e Document 531, Eighty-Pir8t COngr888, 
Second Se88ion, dated 20 March 1950 propo88d four dam8 on 
this portion of the Snake River. Thi8 report i8 the ba8i8 
for much of the water r88Ource d8V8lOpm8nt which has taken 
place in the Columbia River Ba8in in the la8t two decad88. 

Con8truction on IC8 Harbor Lock and Dam began in 1955. 
Appropriation8 were obtained annually a8 construction 
proceeded. The impoundment occurred in two 8t8g88: to an 
elevation of 400 ft. in NOV8mb8r 1961, and to full pool 
elevation of 440 ft. on 27 April 1962. An tnvironmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) vas prepared for the addition of 
three power unit8 in 1971. Th8 pOV8r unit8 W8r8 coPpl8t8d 
in 1976. 

Construction of the Lower Monumental Lock and Dam war 
initiated in 1961. Th8 r888rVOir va8 filhd in 1968 and th8 
dam completed in 1969. Initial in8talled Capacity Of th8 
power how8 va8 405,000 kw. The maximum generation of 
810,000 kw was achiev8d in 1979. 

Development of the Little Go088 Lock and D8m wa8 initiat8d 
in 1963. The project, including filling of the r88ervoir, 
wa8 complat8d in 1970. The initial generating capacity wa8 
405,000 kw. Thr88 additional unit8 were added in 1973 to 
bring power generation to 810,000 kv. 
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Fund8 were appropriated for Lower Granite Lock and Dam 
construction in 1965. The 'r888rvoir was filled and the 
project complet8d in 1975 Initial generating capacity was 
405,000 kw. Thr88 additional power UIhit8 V8T8 aded in 1979 
to bring power generation to 810,000 kv. 

D. other Pertin8nt Data 

1. Water level fluctuation and timing 

The normalpooloperating range at Ice Harbor Reservoir is 
437.0 to 440.0 mean 88a level (m81) (USACE 1963) with a 
maximum drawdovn of 5 feet (~-em, p8r8onal communication). 
Fluctuations usually occur 0aptember through March with more 
constant pool levels during th8 8ummer month8. Backwater 
effects of higher river flow8 r88ult in 8om8 8ignificant 
pool fluctuation8 in the upp8r r888rvoir. 

At Lower Monumental, th8 normal operating pool elevation 
range i8 537.0 to 540.0 m81 with 3 feet (*5 feet) of 
drawdown to prOVfd8 for paver paking. A maximum drawdown 
of 5 feet i8 authorized (MeKern, per8onal communication). 
During annual low 8tream flow (Augu8t through March) the 
pondagc Capacity Of th8 top 3 f88t Of th8 r888WOir iS 
U88d t0 meet power peaking d8mand8. At high flow8, water 
elevation in the upper end of the r888rvoir i8 relatively 
higher than level8 at th8 dam 8it8. 

Little Goo8e R888rvoir ha8 a normal pool elevation rang8 of 
633.0 to 638.0 feet msl with a maximum drawdown of 5 feet. 
The low flow period i8 Augu8tthrough March. During peak 
power demand, u8ually December through January, a full 5 
foot drawdown may be required. Backwater effects athigh 
river flows al80 occur. 

Lower Granite Lock and Dam ha8 a normal pool elevation of 
733 to 738 feet with a rang8 of 5 feet. Pool fluctutions 
during flooding p8riOd8 are authorized to 8 feet (McKern 
1984, personal communication). In general, power peaking 
occur8 from Dacembar to February when flows are relatively 
low. 

2. Land Ownership 

Project acreages are as follow8: Ice Harbor, 4,864: Lower 
Monumental 8,188; Little Goose, 6,790; and Lover Granite, 
5,440 (McKcrn 1976). 

To date, only 12 acre8 of off-project mitigation lands have 
b88n obtained. The land, located along A8Otin Creek, was 
obtained to provide fishing ace888 (McKern, personal 
coxxaunication). 

L-4 



3. Indian Right8 

Indian Nation8 affected by th8 project include th8 Umatilla, 
Yakima, and Nat P8rC8. Ceded area8 (in regard to the Lower 
Snake River Project) are as followsr 

Umatilla Confluence of the Snake and Columbia rivers 
to confluence of the Palouse River and Snake 
River, North Bank (Ice Harbor and Lower 
Monumental) 

Yakima Confluence of the Snake and Columbia rivers 
to th8 CO!kflU8UC8 Of th8 PalOU River, South 
Bank (fC8 Harbor 8nd Lower Hon~ental) 

Nez Parce Confluence of the Palou and Snake rivers to 
the Wa8hington/Idaho border, both Side8 of 
the river (Lower Granite and Little Goose). 
Al80, according t0 the LJ8Z perce, the Lower 
MOnUI88ntal and fC8 Harbor dam8 and r888rVOir8 
are hi8torical 'uwal 8nd accu8tom8d" hunting 
and fi8hfng right8 area8. A Copy Of the Nez 
Perce r88pon8e to our roqu88t for information 
i8 app8nded (888 App8ndix C). 

No wildlife mitigation wa8 r8gu88t8d by the Tribes, and none 
was received (Keith Lawrence, p8r8onal communication: Melvin 
Joye, personal communication: Bill Bradley, per8onal 
communication). The NatiV8 American Indian Rights fund, 
repre8enting the Umatilla R888matiOn and fi8h8rm8n of the 
Yakima Tribe, did provide comm8nt8 in 8upport of the fi8h 
and wildlife compensation plan for the Lower Snake River 
Project (Record of Public Meeting, 1973d). 

According to Corps of Engineers reCOrd8 (John McKern, 
personal communication: Paul Schroy, per8oaal communication: 
Ed Mains, par8onal communication), no negotiation8 for 
wildlife mitigation were held b8tV88n the Tribe8 and the 
corps. 

xv. WILDLIFE SPECIES AND HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 

A. Pracon8truction Period 

1. Available fnforrpation 

Several report8 prOVid8 information on condition8 prior to 
con8truction and predicted impact8 to Wildlife 8p8Ci88 
within the projact area. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) prepared individual report8 on fish and wildlife 
resources affected by the first three locks and dams: Ice 
Harbor (1959), Lower Monumental (1960), and Little Goose 
(1963a). A draft report for Lower Granite was prepared but 
not relea88d (USFWS 1966b). Information presented was 
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primarily general and nonquantitative. predicted impacts 
centered around waterfowl, 
furbearer8.- 

big game, upland game8 and 
Discus8ion wa8 ba8ed on 'with-project' and 

"without-project" coAdition8. 

IA 1964, WDG unilaterally began to conduct fi8h and wildlife 
8urvey8 of the lower Snake River from it8 mouth to the 
Wa8hington-Idaho border. 
a88i8td the8e 8Umey8. 

IA 1965 and 1966 the USPWS 

of important game 
Survey results quantified harvest . and recreation. This 

quantification cOntribU~e~~~~~tUatiOA rea88e88meAt by the 
fi8h and'wildlife agencies, Indian Tribe8, and the Corps. 

IA 1966, the approach to evaluation of the individual 
project8 changed. A letter fr- - the Walla Walla District 
Engineer (11 April 1966) to the Regional Director of the 
Bureau of Sport Pi8herie8 arid Wildlife reque8ted a 
reevaluation of the fi8h aAd wiiclife rebource8 of the four 
lower Snake River dam8 *a8 a unitratherthan a dam-by-dam 
ba8i8.' A special report concerning wildlife r88ource8 of 
the lower Snake River wab jointly authored by USFWS aad 
Rational Marine Pi8herie8 Service (RMPS) in 1972.. Thi8 
report 8ub8tantially augmented the previous individual 
project report8 and eliminated the need for a 8eparate Lower 
Granite project report. IA thi8 joiAt report, both game and 
nongame wildlife aAd their recreational value8 were a88e88ed 
u8ing information from State and Federal 8OurCe8. A review 
of precoA8tructioA COAditiOA8 wa8 pr88ented in a 
comprehensive report evaluating the wildlife re8ources of 
the four-dam complex (USACE 1975). Preimpoundment 8tUdie8 
Of Wintering mallard8 aAd Ae8tiAg Canada gee8e were made by 
Buss aAd Wing (1966). 

Preconstruction aerial photographs are available from the 
Corp8 for all four dam8 and re8ervoir8. 

2. Condition8 

The lower Snake River within the influence of the four-dam 
complex i8 8ituated in the Snake River Canyon between Ice 
Harbor Lock and Dam and Lewiston, Idaho. The canyon in thi8 
reach i8 about 146 mile8 long aAd lie8 in the 8emi-arid 
Columbia Plateau which typically ha8 hot, dry mummers and 
moderately cold winters. The depth of the canyon varies 
from about 188 feet n8ar the confluence of the Snake and 
Columbia river8 to 2,BBB feet Pear Lewi8ton, Idaho. The 
canyon is bounded by terraced bluffs, and the canyon wall8 
coA8i8t of basalt outcropping8 iAtersper8ed with 8teep, 
8parsely-8oiled 8lope8 and draW8. The CaAyOA floor 
COA8i8ted Of ba8alt OUtCrOppiAg8, gravel flat8, bar8, and 
i8laAd8. 

The rich alluvial soil8 of the river bottom 8UppOrted a 
variety of tree8, 8hrub8, fOrb8, gra88e8, and cultivated 
crop8. Riparian Vegetation Of WilhW8, alder8, hrckberrie8, 
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aAd cottonwood8 were intermittently di8tributed along the 
riverbank and floodplain. COmmOA uaderstory vegetation w&s 
wild rose, currant, 8umac, poi8oa ivy, teasel, cocklebur, 
wild rye, aAd wheat gra88. Drier areas mapported Sagebru8h 
and rabbitbru8h iAtersper8ed with variou8 gras8e8. 
A88ociated 8peCie8 included RU88iaA thistle, lupine, Jim 
Hill mu8tard, downy Che88, and 8anddock. Cover OA 
agricultural land COnsiSted primarily of grain aAd forage 
CrOp8: orchard8 were located OA riverbank bar8 in the canyon 
bottaas. 

A summary of river acreages available for wildlife under 
prcproject aAd po8t-project conditions are li8ted in Table 
1. E8timated populations of priacipal wildlife 8p8cias in 
Wa8hingtOA pre-prOj8Ct are li8ted in Table 2. 100 pre- 
project estimate of wildlife 8peci88 i8 available for Idaho 
(McNeil 1984, personal communication). 

PO hi8torical iAfOrmatiOA i8 available on l AdaAgered or 
threatened 8pecie8 which Occurred in the project area prior 
t0 COA8trUCtiOA. One can infer, however, that both the 
ferruginou8 hawk8 and Swainson's hawk (both candidate 
rpecie8 for li8ting) Ae8ted adjacent to the SAake River 
prior to coAs+ructioA (Gore 1984, per8oAal cornunication). 

a. Wa8hiAgtOA 

Re8ident mule and white-tailed deer inhabited the 
bOttOmlaAd8 and adjoining slope8 in moderate numbers (USFWS 
and MWS 1972). Migrant deer from adjacent upland8 u8ed the 
river valley, especially dUriAg 8evere winter weather: 
during olher 8ea8OA8 mule deer were COmmOAly ob8erved in the 
river bottom lands and up to the canyon rim. Prior to 
inundation, WDG e8timated that 1,800 deer were dependent 
upon habitat within the re8ervoir area8: hunter u8e wa8 
estimated at 12,600 man-day8 with an e8timated annual 
harvest of 400 deer (USACE 197Sa). The highest deer 
populations occurred in the areas impacted by the Little 
Goose and Lower Granite projects (USFWS and btWS 1972). 

A variety of upland game inhabited the floodplain aad 
COAtigUOU8 laAd8. The most abundant 8pecie8 were ring- 
necked phea8aAt, California quail, chukar, gray partridge, 
and mourning doves (USPWS and bl!¶PS 1972). Shrub8 and tram8 

inter8per88d with agricultural laAd8 OA the flood plain 
provided excellent habitat for phea8aAt, quail, and 
cottontail populations. Chukar were abundant in the 
Aumerou8 draw8 and OA 8lopes adjacent to the project- 
affected river reache8 aad were 8ea8oAally depeAdeA+upon 
streamside habitat (USPWS and HMPS 1972). The area 
8upported high quality hunting, diver8e specier, and good 
acce88 to the river (USACE 1975a). Prior t0 iAUAdatiOA 
approximately 279,400 upland bird8 and mammal8 were 
dependent upon habitat Within the project ar88; hunter u8e 
wa8 about 43,900 man-days with an l 8timated 27,400 animals 
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TABLE 2. 

ESTIMATED POPULATIONS OF PRINCIPAL GAME SPECIES IN WASHINGTON 
BEFORE INUNDATION OF APPROXIMATELY 140 MILES OF LOWER SNAKE 
RIVERBYHYDROPOWERDEVELOPMENT (1) 

Specie8 
Ba8e No. Before 

Inundation (2) 

Big Game 
Deer 

1,800 

Upland Gane 
Pheasant 
Quail 
Hun8 
Chukar 
Dove8 
Cottontail 

22,000 
56,900 
19,800 
52,100 

120,200 
8,400 

Subtotal 279,400 

Waterfowl (3) 
Duck8 
Gee8e 

17,500 
2,200 

Subtotal 19,700 

Fur Animal8 
Beaver 
Mu8krat 
Mink 
Otter 
RaeCOOn 

1,100 
26,900 

2,300 
200 

2,600 

Subtotal 33,100 

Game Units 
Total 334,000 

(1) Xt,r;or, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, Lower Granite 

(2) Determined from 8pecial 8urvey of 1964-65-66 Harvest in 
Project Area8, Number8 rounded. 

(3) Reflect8 hunting 8easOn population OAly. Doe8 not indicate 
production Changes. Actual preproject production in the 
project area approximated 600 go8ling8 from a re8ident 
population of400 gee8e. 

Prom USACE 1975 
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harvested (USFWS and NMFS 1972). 

PUrbearer8 living along the lower river wera beaVer8, 
mU8krat8, miAk, 8kuAk8, raCCOOA8, wea8el8, river Otter8, 
bobcats, badgers, and coyote8 (USPWS and NMPS 1972). The 
principal species of l co~oric importance were beaver, 
muskrat, AAd mink. Prior to the project, approximately 
33,100 fur aAimal8 inhabited the area with an l 8timated 
average annual hawe8t of 4,200 pelt8 (USFWS and NMPS 1972). 

The lower Snake River provided important waterfowl habitat 
(USACE 1975a). Irlandr AAd 8hOrelaAd8 along the river 
provided re8tiAg aAd feeding area8 u8md annually by winter 
population8 of 140,000 duck8 and 35,000 gee88 (USFWS and 
NXFS 1972). Bus8 and Wing (1966) found that 8everal 
thousand duckb, primarily mallard8, were attracted to 
feedlot alOAg the river Aear Clark8tOA. Pew duck8 A88ted 
in the area. 

AA l 8timated 600 go8lings were marod annually by 400 
resident Canada gee8e (USFWS and RMPS 1972). Busa and wing 
(1966) found the re8ideAt Canada goo8e population to be 4.5 
to 8.5 gee8e per river mile with an avuage ne8ting density 
of 8.4 acres per ne8t. 

Restrictions prohibited wat8rfowl hUAtiAg on or Aear the 
lower Snake River for 84 aile8, but hunting in adjoining 
counties wa8 largely dependent OA duck and goo8e population8 
thatwouldwiAtero~the river and fly out to feed on nearby 
croplands (WDG 1970). The average annual hunter u8e of 
waterfowl ba8ed OA goo8e production wa8 l 8timated at 1,100 
man-days (USFWS and NMPS 1972). 

Excellent vegetative cover and moderate winter8 along the 
river provided l xcelleAt habitat for variou8 nongame 
wildlife species (USPWS and RWPS 1972). Migratory and 
re8ident bird8 8UCh a8 8parrow8, vireo8, flycatchers, 
rObiA8, oriole8, hawk8, owls, kingfi8her8, and 8horebird8 
depended UPOA the riparian habitat (USACE 1975a). Other 
1eSS COA8piCUoU8 wildlife included several 8pecie8 of 
8Aake8, litard8, amphibiaA8, and 8mall mammals including the 
uAcommon Merriam'8 8hrew (USACE 1975a). Bu88 and Wing 
(1966) regularly ob8erved red-tailed hawk8, American 
kertrels, magpie8, raven8, and raccooA8 during their 
Waterfowl 8tudie8. Appreciative we of wildlife species 
approximately equaled hunter use and wa8 increa8fng at the 
rate of 4.14 man-days per year in proportion to hunting u8e 
(USACE 1975a). 

b. Idaho 

Prior to the Lower Granite project, Idaho wildlife re8ource8 
were 8imilar to Wa8hingtOn except in the urbanized areas 
influenced by Lewiston, Idaho, and Clark8tOA, Wa8hiAgtOn. 
The population of the8e two communities totalled over 32,000 
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with network8 of rOad8, highways, bridges, barge dock8, aAd 
railroads. 

Four miles up the Clearwater river warn a Jam builtiAl9- 
by Wa8hington Water Power Company (WUFC). 

Waterfowl hUAtiAg in the project area wa8 permitted only in 
Nez Perce County. The Lowi8ton Wildlife Pre8erve, from 
Lewi8ton to Spaulding 0~ the Clearwater River, wai clo8ed to 

hunting. No StUdi regardiag wildlife re8OurCe8 were 
conducted prior to impoundment in Idaho (McNeil 1984, 
per8oAal commuAicatioA). 

B. PO8t-COA8trUCtiOA Period 

1. Available fAfOrmA+iOA 

Both individual project reports and COmbiAatiOA report8 for 
the Lower Snake River complex provide ixaformation OA 
wildlife resource8 after con8tructioA of the dam8. 
Individual detailed report8 were released by the USFWS and 
NMPS OA the wildlife re8ourcos of Ice Harbor (1959), Lower 
MoAumental (19601, and Little GOO8e (1966) lock8 aAd dam8. 
These report8 were sub8equently fOUAd by WDG (1970) to be 
"extremely con8ervative in apprai8alof wildlife re8ource 
1088e8.' The effect8 Of all fOUr project8 iAClUdiAg the 
Lower Granite project on wildlife were reevaluated by WDG 
Using hunter survey8 beginning in 1964; the re8ult8 were 
pre8eAted in three reports (WDG 1965, 1966, 1967). I~1966 
the agencie8 were reque8ted to analyze wildlife impact8 
which had resulted from the four dAm8 a8 an integral unit 
rather thaA on a dam-by-dam basis (USACE 1966). Information 
obtained from the8e WDG 8tUdie8 was used a8 the basi8 for a 
rpecial report i8sued by the USPWS and NUFS (1972) on the 
effect8 of the four dam8 OA fi8h and wildlife. A follow-up 
report wa8 prepared by the Corp8 and revised in 1973 
incorporating supplemental data from the wildlife ageAcie8 
(USACE 1973a). A comprehen8ive report OA the cumulative 
effect8 OA wildlife caused by the dams wa8 relea8ed in 1975 
(USACE 1975a). Thi8 Lower Snake River Pi8h aAd Wildlife 
Compensation Plan was the foundation for succeeding 
dOCUmeAt8 concerning wildlife and l valuation of impact8 on 
them in WashiAgtoA. 

Asherin and Claar (1976) provide a detailed li8tiAg of 
wildlife 8pecie8 and a~ inventory of vegetative communitie8 
of the Lower SAUke River. A8heriA and Orme (1978) pre8ent a 
CeA8u8 of the plant and wildlife 8pecfe8 of the Lower 
Clearwater River in Idaho. Impact8 of impoundment to 
vertebrate animal8 were studied by Lewke and Bu88 (1977). 
Po8t-construction aerial photograph8 are available from the 
Corpe' Walla Walla Di8trict for each of the dam8. National 
WethAd Inventory maps include the lower Snake River. 

2. COnditiOA8 
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a. Wa8hiAgtOA 

CoA8truction of Ice Harbor, Lower Plonumeatal, Little Gw8e, 
and Lower Granite lock8 a~d dam8 and project re8ervoir8 has 
re8ulted in the inundation of 140.2 miles of the Snake 
River. The8c four impoundment8 have a total re8ervoir area 
of 33,890 acres, of which 19,500 acre8 have always been 
occupied by the Snake R$ver and 14,400 acre8 were bottom 
land8 and canyon wall8 (USACE 1975a). Although 92 
l mbayment8 of five or more acre8 in 8ize were formed, 34 of 
8imilar size were lost to flooding (USACE 1975a). IA 
addition, 48 i8laAdS were immdated. Seven project-formed 
i8laAd8 (only two of coA8iderable 8ize) totalled 275 acre8 
for a net 1088 of 1,225 acre8 of i8laAd habitat (USACE 
1975). Rai82r.3 of the re8ervoir8 has l limiAated 1,123 acres 
of riparian -b=getation (USACE 1975a). Table 1 pre8eAt8 the 
number of acre8 involved at each dam. This loss of riparian 
habitat caused a substantial reduction in wildlife 
population8 and wildlife oriented recreation (USPWS and NMPS 
1972: Lewke az3 Bu88 1977). Above the re8ervoir level some 
higher 8ide dr:r,nages with riparian vegetation, supported by 
spring8 and *mei 8traam8 remain unaffected. 

Riprap embankmont8 r8plaCed approximately 40 percent of the 
8horeline due to roadway and railroad relocatf~A8 (Hudd et 
al. 1980). The80 areas created hazard8 to wildlife in 
gaining accebm to the water, especially for: deer. The8e 
bank StabilitatiOA measure8 precluded vegetation 
reestablishment 'that is vital to the 8urvival of wildlife' 
(USACE 19758). Al808 th88e l mbuAkmeAt8 8ub8tantially 
reduced public acce88 affecting both hunter and wildlife 
appreciation u8e (USACE 19758). 

Deer production aAd the carrying capacity of the canyon for 
deer during severe winter8 was adVer88ly affected by the 
project re8ervoir8 (USPWS and NMPS 1972). The88 habitat 
lo88es were reflected in reduced deer population8 and 
hunting succesb~ Post-COA8trUCtiOA 1088e8 for deer were 
approximately 1,288 aAimal8 and 9,900 annual hunter-days 
(USACE 1975a; WDG 1982). 

Upland game population8 were '8everely reduced" due to the 
loss of riparian habitat (USACE 1975). The 1088 of upland 
game, iAClUdiAg pheasant, quail, chukar, gray partridge, 
mourning dove, and cottoatail wa8 l 8timated at 120,800 bird8 
and mammals with a re8ultaAt annual reduction of 28,500 
hunter-day8 (USACE 1975a). 

Furbearer such a8 beaver, miAk, weasel, and river otter 
which are dependent on riparian habitat8 were adversely 
affected by 1088e8 of 8tream8ide vegetation and the 
alteration of a free-flowing river to a re8ervoir (USFWS and 
NMPS 1972). Bobcat, 8kuAk, and coyote population8 declined 
a8 a re8ultof habitat1088 aAd the resultant reduction of 
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upland game and nongame 8pecie8 which provided their primary 
food 8ource8 (USFWS and NMFS 1972). Beaver 108888 from all 
four dam8 were e8timated at 80 percent of the original 
population (WDG 1970). The furbearer population wa8 reduced 
by approximately 13,400 animal8 with an annual harve8t 1088 
of 2,100 pelts (USACE 1975a). 

The cumulative effects of the four projects adver8ely 
affected waterfowl (USPWS and NMPS 1972). The important 
winteriag waterfowl feeding rite8 identified by Bu88 and 
Wing (1966) near Clark8tOA were inundated. Approximately 
100 goose ae8ting 8ite8 were lo8t with the inundation of 48 
islands which totalled nearly 1,500 acres (USACE 1975a). 
The annual 1088 to Caaada geere was l 8timUted at 600 
go8liAg8 r8ared-t-flight-8tage (Hudd et al. 1970). Due to 
the abundance of winter migrants, little 1088 of waterfowl 
hUAtiAg occurred: however, ba8ed OA goo8e prOdUCtiOn an 
annual average of 1,000 hunter-day8 wa8 108t (OSPWS and NMPS 
1972). 

Re8ident and migratory nongame wildlife 8uffered '8evere 
108888” from project effect8 (USPWS and NHPS 1972). Over 
3,100 acres of important nongame habitat was lo8t to 
inundation aAd other project&related activities (USPWS 
1972). 
1975a). 

Bird 8pecie8 diver8ity declin8d 8harply (USACE 
Nongane bird 1088e8 were l 8timated at 33,400 

breeding and 92,508 wintering f0r.a total of 125,900 
individual8 (Xudd et al. 1980). Although other nongame 
wildlife 1088eS Were not quantified, reptiles, amphibians, 
and Small mammal8, iAClUdiAg the uAcommon HerriaPD.8 Ihrew, 
were al8o adversely affected by habitat 1088 (USACE 1975a). 
Appreciative use of nongame wa8 reduced by an e8timated 
20,100 man-day8 annually (MACE 1975). Infor'mation 
regarding the effects of construction activities on wildlife 
were not addre88ed in any of the reports. 

Post-con8truction endangered specie8 record8 indicate 
wintering bald eagle8 (Federally and State threatened) and 
Ae8tiAg SWaiA8OA'S hawk (Federal candidate 8mCie8) OCCUr in 
the project area. 
8peCi881, 

The ferruginous hawk (Federal candidate 
according to USFWS record8, A0 longer Ae8t8 iA the 

area (Gore 1984, per8onal comauaication). 

b. IdAhO 

IA Idaho, the Lower Granite project created 8lack water 8 
mile8 up the Snake River and 4 mile8 up the Clearwater 
River. A total of 178 acre8 were inundated of which 93 
acres were i8land8 and 85 acre8 were riparian shoreline 
(IDFG, December 3, 1974, letter). However, the project 
resulted in the removal of the WWPC dam on the Clearwater 
River near Lewi8ton which re8tored 1.5 mile8 of free-flowing 
river and the emergence of 64 acres. A net 1088 of 114 
acres of wildlife habitat was l 8timated for Idaho (Pangally 
and McClelland 1978). As a ro8ult of the prOpO8ed 
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COn8truCtion of Hell8 Gate State Recreation Area and Marina 
on the reservoir, an additional 357 acres of wildlife 
habitat wa8 considered lost by IDFG (December 4, 1974, 
letter). Levee COn8trUCtiOA near Clark8ton and Lewi8tOn on 
both the Snake and Clearwater river8 contributed to the 1088 
of wildlife habitat. Peagelly aAd McClelland (1978) 
compared pre-impoundment and po8t-impoundment aerial 
photograph8 and determined that -8ub8tantial riparfaA 
vegetation wa8 108t.' Specie8 Ob8erved OA rite8 1 through 
6 occur in the project area. 

Threatened and endangered 8pecie8 information i8 8fmflar to 
Washington and has been COVered under that 8ection. 

3. Operational Change8 

Operational Change8 were made at each of the four dM8. At 
each dam three additional power unit8 were constructed. 

Additional power units were added to Lower Blonumental Dam in 
1979. IA 1971, a brief environmental statement wa8 
published for the power unit addition8 at Ice Harbor 
(USACE). 
described 

Wildlife was not meAtioAed, and oniy OAe 8eAtence 
the adver8e effect8 of Water fluctuatioA8 011 

aquatic vegetation. 

Additional power unit8 were added to Lower Monumental 3am in 
1979. The EIS for Lower Monumental Dam was a combination 
report for additional power unit8 and operation aAd 
management (USACE 1979a). EXi8ting COAditiOA8 for 8even 
predetermined Wildlife Habitat Areas were described, 
although wildlife received only 8uperficial mantioa. 

Additional power units were added to Little GOO8e Dam in 
1978. In 1973, the Corps prepared a draft EIS OA additional 
generator unit8 at Little Goo8e Dam. Impact8 to wildlife 
were not di8CU88ed other than a brief statement 'water 
level8 in some areas may affect wildlife' (USACE 1973b). 
final EIS for Little GOO8e, iAClUdiAg OperatiOA, managementA 
and additional power unit8 wa8 relea8ed by the Corp8 i; 
1974. 

Additional power unit8 were added to Lower Graaite Dam in 
1979. An EIS for the Lower Granite project wa8 relea8ed in 
1975 (USACE 1975b) and included the in8tallatioA of 
generator units, implementation of fi8h and wildlife 
compen8ation measure8, 
project. 

and operation and management of the 
Wildlife 1088e8 were qualitatively reviewed and 

propo8ed mitigation di8CU88ed. 

J. WILDLIFE MITIGATION HISTORY 

A. Mitigation Reque8ted or Proposed 

Mitigation for wildlife 1088e8 incurred from the Lower Snake 

L-14 



River dam8 ha8 been a long and 6OmpleX proces8. 
COmpen8atiOn plaAAiAg ha8 produced a 8erieS Of mitigation 
propo8al8 which have been revi8ed and continue to be 
modified. 

Mitigation wa8 first propo8ed for individual prOj8Ct8 iA 
report8 by USFWS aAd NMPS OA Ice Harbor (1959), Lower 
MOAUmeAtUl (1960), and Little GO088 (1963) ba8ed OA 
managememt of 8mall tract8 of land mcattered along reservoir 
pro j8Ct land8. The initial recommeAdation8 were based OA 
"very limited engineering and biological information* (USFWS 
atd NMFS 1972). ImplemeAtatioA of the88 plans did not occur 
becau8e of l adV8T88 factor8 8uch a8 the C0rp8' 'interim u8e' 
concept (wildlife u8e permitted until a 'higher we i.e. 
indu8try wa8 found for area) and luck of project funding" 
(USFWS aAd NMPS 1972). 

Mitigation for the four-dam complex wa8 prOpO88d in the 
USFWS and IMPS'8 1972 Special Report. Recommendation8 
included management plan8 for on-project and off-project 
laAd8. Oh-project plan8 included multi-year 8tUdi88 for big 
g-8, fur animals, nongame wildlife, and waterfowl. 
Proposed plans for Off-project land8 included Upland game 
bird 8tockiAg, installation of watering devices, aAd 
acquirirrg in-fee laAd8 and l a8ement8 for public acce88. 
That report included the following mitigation mea8ure8: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

A 3-year 8tudy to formulate a habitat management 
plan on project land8 for big game, cur aAimal8, 
and nongame wildlife. 

A S-year study to formulate waterfowl habitat 
development on project land. 

A 2-year 8tudy to upgrade habitat for upland game 
bird8 on lands in the vicinity of the project8. 
The plan included watering device installation. 

AA upland game management program be undertaken 
that included land acqui8itioA of about 660 acres 
and ea8emeAt8 of an adjacent 14,250 acres. 

The construction of a game bird farm for the 
purpo88 of 8tockiAg the wildlife rarragement units s 
propo8d above. 

Vegetation destruction be rinimired on project 
1aad8. 

Placement of dredged material by the Corp8 and 
programs u8ing herbicide8 aAd pesticides OA 
project lands or water8 be evaluated in 
cooperation with both State and Federal agencies. 
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8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

1. 

AllprojectlaAd8 andwater8thatareofvalue for 
wildlife management a8 may be mutually determined 
by th+ Corps, USPWS, and WDG 8hould be made 
available to WDG und@rterm8of ageneralplan and 
8ub8equeAt cooperative agreement. 

The development of a toning plan to as8ure 
equitable u8e of the project aAd adjacent land8 
for hunting a8 well a8 other recreation u888. 

Federal laAd8 and project waters in the project 
area be opea for public U8e iAClUdiAg hAAtiAg and 
recreation except for re8erved closures. 

Federal land lea8e8 to 888ure the right of public 
U8e Of 8uCh 1and8. 

. 
Reasonable mOdffiCAtfOA8 be made in the proj8ct 
facilities and operations for conservation, 
improvement; and d8velopment of wildlife resources 
a8 may be agreed upon by the COACUAed State aAd 
Federal ageAcie8. 

Wa8hiAgton 

Mitigation measure8 prOpO8ed in th8 LOWer SMk8 River Pi8h 
and Wildlife CompeA8ation Plan were ba8edxAEation 
contained LA the aforemeAtio~USFWS and lOME% 1972 SAecial 
Report (USACE 1975a). The CompeA8atioA Plan has be& the 
foundation for Wa8hington'8 mitigation program for the Lower 
Snake River dam complex. Thi8 plan and an accompanying 
environmental impact statement were 8ubmitted to Congre88 
and authorized in the Water Re8ource8 Development Act of 
1976. Recommendation8 were made for development of wildlife 
habitat for on-project lands, the acqui8ition and develpment 
of off-project lands, and an interim compensation plan. 

The CompeA8atioA Plan authorized acquibition of certain off- 
project laads for wildlife public access. It 8pecifically 
provided for acqui8ition of approximately 400 acres of 
riparian habitat in fee and 8,000 acre8 of farmland in 
easement adjacent to the riparian area8 for some habitat 
development and hunter acce88, 
bird8, primarily phea8aAt8: 

aad 8tockiag of upland game 
acqui8itioA of l a8emeAts on 

about 15,000 acre8 Of raAgelUAd iA caAyoA8 adjacent to 
project land for chukar hUAtiAg; aad wateriag device 
irmtallation for both game and Aongame wildlife. Al80 
authorized was an interim plan rgrouent between WDG and the 
Corps for the pUrCha8e of 20,000 game birds per year for 20 
year8 to 8tOCk both on-proj8ct AAd Off-project laad8, by 
which time habitat aAd a natural brood 8tock should be 
developed. 
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The propo8ed off-project land acqui8ftioA fn fee and _ 
easement plan wa8 brOkeA into three elements called X, Y, 
and 2 (WDG 1978b). They ar8 a8 fOllOW8t 

l ElemeAt x - 8,400 acre8 for upland game bird hunting 
(400 acre8 in fee and 8,000 acres in easement) to be 
acquired aAd developed by the Wa8hiAgtoA Department Of 
Game with reimbursement by the Corps of EAgineer8. 

Element Y - 15,000 acres in l a8emeAt for acCe88 to 
project land8 primarily for chukar partridge huAtiAg to 
be acquired aAd developed by the Corps of Engineer8. 

Element 2 - 700 riparian acre8 in l a8emeAtor fee for 
steelhead fishing to be acquired and developed by the 
Washington Department of Game with r8imbur88mMt by the 
Corp8 of Engineers. Thi8. i8 an l lemeAt of fi8heries 
compen8atioA but will be iDeluded a8 per contsact with 
the Corp8.' (WDG 1978). 

Proposed on-project land mitigation mea8ure8 were only 
di8CU888d briefly in terms of their important relationship 
t0 the Overall COmpeA8atiOA Plan. Authorization for work on 
project la~d8 already existed becau8e the lard wa8 Federally 
owned: therefore, plan8 did not need to be included iathe 
COmp8A8atiOA Plaa for authoritatfoA. Specific plans for 
mitigation were contained in other document8 described 
below. 

A De8igA Memorandum for Wildlife Habitat Develo men+ on 
-75. project laods wa8 developed by Wirth A88ociate8 

The~memoraadum d88Cribed plan8 for 88tablishment of wildlife 
habitat along the lower Snake River through development of 
20 irrigated management units (917 acrea) and four dry land 
units (189 acres) totalling 1,106 acres. Habitat component8 
to be developed included iA8tallation of watering device8, 
ne8t 8tructures for nongame bird8 and waterfowl, especially 
Canada geese, aAd vegetation plaAting8 of variou8 type8. 
Other mea8ures included re8tricting land ~88, fencing to 
control grating, and 8tOCkiAg g-e f- phea8ants. 

The cOrp8 Completed a 0Uppl8meAtAl -8igA HuOraaduaP No. 1 
in 1979 (USACE 1979b). Thi8 report wa8 a modification of 
the approved d8sign memorandum and proposed the 
ClaS8ifiCUtiOA Of 54 Site8 a8 wildlife land8 within the 
Lower Snake River wildlife compeA8ation area. TeA of the88 
units were proposed for iAten8ive maAagemeA+, 25 units for 
moderate management, and 19 unit8 for AO managemeAt (USACE 
1979b). Al80 under thi8 plan 11 irrigated (1,141 acres) and 
nine dry land (313 acres) unit8 totalling 1,454 acre8 would 
be developed. The ba8iC habitat components remained the 
8amC. 
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The three major change8 between the approved design 
memorandum and the 8upplemental memorandum were ah increase 
in the number of wildlife management uaitr and an apparent 
increase in the amOUA+of irrigation, and the deletion of 
the Henley property for maAagemeAtcoA8ideration based on 
the high co8t of acquisition (USXE 1979b). A compari8on 
between developmental recommeAdations made in the88 two 
document8 are given in Table 3. Both dOCUment8 contained 
detailed plan8 and map8 for implementing the habitat 
development iAClUdiAg co8t l 8timate8 for con8truction aAd 
maintenance. Wirth A88ociate8 (USACE 1979) pointed out that 
‘even if every acre of project land were dedicated to 
intensive wildlife management, 8UCh comperuation would fall 
far 8hOrt of full restitution of project iacurred 108888.' 

2. Idaho 

Mitigation measure8 for wildlife ia Idaho were not iACluded 
in the Compensation Plan becau88 project impacts were 
anticipated by IDFG to be minimal aAd 'detailed comaeAt was 
deferred to Washington Department of Game'.(IDFG, 17 January 
1972 letter). However, that l valuation Wa8 8Ub88qUeAtly 
reviewed by IDPG aAd found to underestimate wildlife los8es 
in Idaho related to the Lower Granite project. After 
di8CU88iOA8 with the COrp8, IDFG 8ubmitted a mitigation 
propo8al in 1974 for the Corps to acquire, develop, aAd 
maintain 585 acre8 of island8 and lands adjacent to the 
Clearwater and Snake river8. Between 1975 and 1977., 
mitigation mea8ure8 were again reque8ted by IDPG and the 
USFWS. The Corps formally a8sured IDPG by letter in 1977. 
that mitigation would be provided when compensation funds 
became available. The Corps further a8sured Idaho that 
legi8lative authority to provide compen8atioA exi8ted 
because the Compen8ation Plan did not 8pecify where the 
compenration measures would be provided (USACE 16 May 1977 
letter). 

An independent consultant wa8 contricted by the Corp8 in 
1977 to review aAd a8se88 Idaho'8 mitigation reque8t8. 
Pengelly and McClelland (1978) concluded that the 
development Of goose brooding area8 on the lower Clearwater 
River and the 'dedication of the uadeveloped acreage at 
Eel18 Gate State Park to wildlife should be adequate 
compeAsatioA." Agency AegOtiatiOnS followed, aAd in 1982 
the Corps prepared a draft pie to develop Eel18 Gate land8 
as a wildlife management unit of LOWU Granite project. 
Comments from Idaho Department of Parks aAd Recreation 
(IDPR), IDFG, and Corps personnel on the Hells Gate wildlife 
management plan were incorporated into the final plan. 

Prior to the Pengelly and McClelland report, the development 
proposal8 of goo8e brooding area8 OA the lower Clearwater 
River were not considered part of the formal mitigation 
mea8ure8 for impact8 re8ulting from the Lower Granite 
project. Plans for development of the8e on-project land 
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included irrigation system in8tallation, fencing, wind 
broak8, goose ne8ting platforms, and alfalfa planting8. The 
area i8 within the Lewi8ton Wtldlife Preserve, and no 
hunting i8 allowed. 

B. WftigatiOn Agreement8 or Requirement8 

1. FPC/PERC requirement8 

lot applicable to thi8 project. 

2. Pi8h and Wildlife Coordination Act Proceeding8. 

In accordance with the FWCA 8everSl report8 have been 
prepared by the USPWS, NMPS, and the Corp8. Initially 
8eparate report8 were prepared by USFWS and WWFS concerning 
fi8h nd wildlife re8ource8 affected by Ice Harbor (1959), 
Lower t4onumental (19601, and Little GOO8e (1963) lOCk8 and 
dam8. A draft report on Lower Granite wa8 prepared but not 
relea8ed (USPWS and WWPS 1963). Due to the inadequacy of 
the8e document8 a 8pecial report on the lower Snake River 
four-dam complex wa8 published by USFWS and blC4FS in 1972. 
Thi8 8pacial report wa8 the foundation for the Lower Snake 
River Fi8h and wildlife Compensation Plan cornpl~~in~~~ 
and 8ti-tito Congre88 for authorization in 1976 (USACE 
1975a). 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) wa8 not pa88ed 
until 1969 by which time Ice Harbor, Lower klonumental, and 
Little GOO8e project8 were completed and operational. 
Individual E1s.8 were prepared by the Corpr regarding the 
installation of additional power unit8. An environmental 
impact 8tatement for the Compensation Plan wa8 completed and 
8ubmitted to Congre88 in 1976 (USACE). 

3. Memorandum of Underrtanding and other Agreements 

a. Wa8hington 

Implementation of wildlife compen8ation effort8 for off- 
project land8 wa8 contracted under a Cooperative Agreement 
between the Corps and WDG in 1980 (contract DACW 68-80-C- 
0076). The Habitat Development, Operation, e Maintenance, 
Lower Snake River Project Wildlife Corn ,,8atyn 8et8 forth 
arrangement8 under which both agencae8 wi 1 carry out 
planning, programming, development, operation, maintenance, 
and evaluation of the wildlife compen8ation mea8ure8. Each 
year the agreement i8 reviewed and Ta8k Order8 drawn up for 
8pecific work to be done. Funding for the Ta8k Order8 i8 
then negotiared between the Corp8 and WDG. 

On-project wildlife habitat development along the lower 
Snake River ha8 been covered by many contracts between the 
Corps and WDG or Other8 8ince 1976. The8e variou8 contract8 
are li8ted in Table 4. 
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TABLE 4. WILDLIFE HABITAT CONTRACTS - LOWER SNAKE RIVER 
WILDLIFE HABITAT DEVELOPMENT ON PROJECT LANDS 

CONTRACT NO. PLANTING 

DACW68-78-C-0019 
DACW68-79-C-0058 

DACW68-80-C-0085 

DACW68-80-C-0086 

DACW68-80-C-0087 

DACW68-80-C-0164 

DACW68-81-C-0022 
DACW68-81-C-0061 

DACW68-76-C-0250 

DACW68-77-C-8183 
DACW68-77-C-0187 
DACW68-77-C-0188 
DACW68-80-C-0165 
DACW68-81-C-0095 

DACW68-81-C-0105 

DACW68-77-C-0060 
DACW68-78-C-0152 

DACW68-79-C-0171 
DACW68-79-C-0137 

DACW68-81-C-0065 

DACW68-80-C-0014 
DACW68-80-C-0028 
DACW68-80-C-0058 
DACW68-80-C-0061 
DACW68-80-C-0106 
DACW68-80-C-0112 

Tree and Shrub Planting (Big Flat) 
Plants for Wildlife Habitat Areas (Plant 
Propagation - Phase I) 
Seeds (Grasses, Porbm, Legumes) and Tubers 
for Lower Snake River Wildlife Habitat 
Seed8 (Gramas, Porbm, Legumes) and Tubers 
for Lower Snake River Wildlife Habitat 
Seed8 (Gramem, Porba, Legumea) and Tubers 
for Lower Snake River Wildlife Habitat 
Planting of Tubelings - Phase I (Big Flat, 
Ridpath, Chief Timothy) 
Plant8 for Wildlife Habitat Area8 - Phase III 
Planting of Tubmlingo - Pha8e II (Big Flat, 
Hollebeke, Chief Timothy) 

FENCING 

Fencing of Wildlife Habitat Area - Tucannon 
River 
Phase I (Little Goose) 
Pha8e II (Lower Snake) 
Phase III (Lower Granite) 
Phase IV (Swift Bar) 
Pha8e V (Quarter Circle, Tucannon, Chief 
Thnothy, Wilma) 
Phase VI (Lake Charlane, Sargent) 

IRRIGATION 

Irrigation and Tree and Shrub Planting (Big Flat) 
Phase I (Big Flat, Hollebake, Fifty-Five Mile, 
Ridpath, Chief Timothy) 
Phase II (Big Flat) 
Phase III (Hollebeke, Lomt Island, Skookum, 
Fifty-Five Mile, New York Bar, Swift Bar) 
Pha8e IV, Replace Pumps (Ridpath and Chief 
Timothy) 

PowERLINEs 

Chief Timothy 
Power to Wildlife Habitat Headquarters 
Big Flat 
Hollebeke 
Ridpath 
Swift Bar 

Continued 
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Table 4. (Continued) 

CONTRACT NO. 

DACW68-80-C-0113 
DACW68-81-C-0088 
DACW68-81-C-0137 
DACW68-82-C-0067 

DACW68-77-C-0013 
DACW68-78-C-0023 
DACW68-78-C-0039 
DACW-78-C-0079 

DACW68-78-C-0120 
DACW68-79-C-0165 

DACW68-80-C-0026 
DACW68-80-C-0076 

DACW68-80-C-0147 
DACW68-80-C-0100 

DACW68-82-C-0001 

DACW68-82-C-0103 

POWERLINES (Cont.) 

Fifty-Five Mile 
New York Bar 
Lomt 18land 
Planting of Tubelings - Phase III (Lo& Island, 
Skwkurn, Fifty-Five Mile, New York Bar, Swift 
Bar, Wihna) 

MISCELLANEOUS 

Native Plant Propagation study (WSU) 
Evaluation of Wildlife Habitat (WDG) 
Native Plant Propagation Study (WSU) 
Service for DevelopiPent of Wildlife Habitat 
(WDG) 
Bird Watering Cisterns 
Wildlife Habitat Headquarter8 (WDC O&M 
Building) 
Nest Platforms 
Wildlife Habitat Development, Operations, 
and Maintenance (O&Z4 Contxact) 
Road DeveloprPent (Hollebeke and Skookam) 
Water Well - Lawer Goose Pasture, Clearwater 
River 
Cooperativ.e Agreement for Lower Snake River 
Project Wildlife Habitat Developent Program 
(WDG) 
Fertilizer for Lower Snake River Wildlife 
Habitat Areas 
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b. Idaho 

In 1983, after extensive negotiations, in 198' the Corps, 
IDFG, and IDPR signed the-Uenorandur of A reement for 
Establishment of Hell8 Gate Habitat Mana e=nt Unit HGHMT 

-++- Under this agrexent, thxevnnt o wil limkbitat on 
lands currently a part of Hells &ate State Park was proposed 
by the Corps bared on recommendations from IDFG and Pengclly 
and McClelland (1978). Designated sections of the HGHMU 
will be made available for public access for hunting and 
fishing. The HGHMU land will be indefinitely ClaSSed as 
'wildlife-intensive' and developed in a similar manner to 
on-project wildlife mitigation lands in WaShingtOn. 
Following the deletion of certain lands from the IDPR Corps 
lease agreement, the Corps will assume responsibility for 
the development, operation, and maintenance of the HGHMU. 
The Corps agreed to develop habitats within 5 years 
following the lease amendment, dependent on sufficient 
funding. The IDFG agreed that no further wildlife 
mitigation would be requested if the HGHMU were developed 
according to the management plan. 

c. Mitigation Implemented 

1. Washington 

The Compensation Plan was authorized in 1976: however, 
specific funding appropriations for implementation of the 
plan were not made until 1978. BeCaUSe the program was 
given such high priority, initially both State and Federal 
agencies provided services under their own funding. The 
Compensation Plan considered three areas of wildlife 
mitigation: 

a) On-project habitat development 
b) Off-project land acquisition, and 
cl Interim compensation plan. 

a. On-project Habitat Developarent 

Pilot development8 Of Small irrigation SyStem8 and tree and 
shrub plantings were made as early as 1976 (USACE 1982). In 
March 1980, the Corps contractsd WDG to develop and manage 
on-project land8 (Contract No. DACW68-9-80-47). The Snake 
River Habitat Management Area was formed by WDG and funded 
by the Corps to fulfill the contract. The Corps 
reclassified many low-lying bench areas originally acquired 
for future recreation use and developed them as wildlife 
habitat in order to implement the proposed compensation 
plans. 

Irrigation sy8tem8 are operable at all 10 sites (1,073 
acres) scheduled for intensive development. One thousand 
acres of various cover and food plantings and approximately 
110,000 trees and shrubs have been planted. Installation of 
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93 artificial goose nesting structures, 200 bird hOuSeS, 68 
bird-watering devices, 28 quail roost and brush piles, and 
83 miles of boundary or livestoc'x fencing was completed 
(USACE 1983a). However, some habitat features have worn 
out, died, or been destroyed by vandalism. Approximately 25 
to 50 percent of original tree and shrub plantings have 
died, and none have been replaced even though irrigated 
planting sites are available. Several goose tubs have 
either worn out or been destroyed by Vandals. Dry land 
development has been implemented on 11,400 acres, much of 
which is enclosed by livestock fencing (USACE 1983a). In 
some areas livestock fencing is the only development to 
date. 

The majority of site development (all irrigated units and 
dryland units) as originally proposed in the Design 
Memorandum Supplement No. 1 was completed (Passmore 1984, 
personal communicatiOn). However, modification of some 
habitat units was necessary due to outgrants 8UCh as 
livestock watering corridors held by the original landowers 
(Athearn 1984, personal communication). 

The Corps ha8 done additional work on project-owned lands 
outside of the designated habitat management units (Passmore 
1984, personal communication). This work includes 
vegetative plantings at recreational areas and placing 
raptor poles and burrowing owl cavities at several 
locations. The Corps funded an independent contractor to 
conduct 8tudie8 m raptor and raven nests and food habit8 on 
project and adjacent lands (Fleming 1981 and 1982). 

Between 1 March 1978 and 31 Way1980, the Corps contracted 
WDG to determine existing wildlife population levels prior 
to habitat development of the Corps-owned project land8 
(about 25,000 acres) along the Lower Snake River. These 
post-project baseline population estimates are to be used to 
determine the changes in wildlife populations attributable 
to habitat development. Measurements of wildlife 
compensation progress were also made. A report on these 
Studies was published in May 1979 and 1980 (Mudd et al.) and 
accepted by the Corps the following September. Compensation 
progress will be evaluated at S-year intervals through the 
year 2000 Contingent on famding from the Corps. 

A small amount of compensation progress has occurred due to 
natural revegetation of riparian areas, liVeStoCk exclusion 
by fencing, development of parks, island creation and 
artificial nesting structures, 
(WDG 1980). 

especially for Canada geese 
The 1980 estimate of wildlife compensation 

progress is given in Table 5. 

b. Off-project Land Acquisition 

A land acquisition study was conducted by WDG to determine 
the potential location and costs of off-rite compensation as 
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Table 5. Wildlife lo8se8 due to dam constmaction and a current 
estimate of caupensation progress, Lower Snake River 
Study, 1980. 

Wildlife 
Percent of 

bSSe8 Canpensation Compensation 

Upland gamea 

Chukars 

Mourning doves 

Furbearers 

Deer 

Canada geese 

GAME SPECIES SUBTOTAL 

Nongams bird8 

Breeding 
Wintering 

TOTAL WILDLIFE 

66,800 

39,600 

14,400 

13,400 

1,200 

600= 

136,000 

33,400 5,806 
92,500 2,823 

261,900 11,032 

1,303 

0 

454 

3 

0 

646= 

2,403 

2 

0 

3 

- 

0 

108 

2 

17 
3 

4 

aIncludes ring-necked pheasant, California quail, gray 
partridge, and cottontail. 

%!I Ot studied. 

'GOSlingS reared to flight stage. 

Fran Mudd, et al. 1980 
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described in elements X, Y, and 2 (see Mitigation Proposed) 
(WDG 1978a). Criteria for selecting off-project land8 were 
developed by WDG under Corps contract (WDG 1978b). In 1980, 
the Corps authorized reimbursement of up to $9,954,000 to 
WUG for acquisition of X and 2 lands over a 100year period 
(until1990). A certain amount of these funds is approved 
each fiscal year subject to availability of fund8 in the 
CO-S. ACqUiSitiOn is strictly on a willing-seller/willing- 
buyer baSi8. There ha8 been some opposition to this plan 
because many landowner8 are not Willing t0 Sell Strip8 Of 

shoreline or perpetual easements on their property Some 
landowner8 were Willing t0 sell Short-term lease8 or 
easements (USACE 1983a); however, both lease and 
administrative co8ts for this type of program made it 
infeasible. The Corps and WDG concluded-in the Special 
Report .to Congress that 'Working under the authorized 
criteria, it is highly unlikely that compensation 
requirements for off-project land can be met. (USACE 1983a). 
At this time, only 12 acres of fisherman access under 
element 2 have been acquired (Voelker 1984, personal 
coannunication). 

Design Memorandum No. 6, Wildlife C~mgn~ioIpiri~ i',is;;.3 
ACCeSS Site Selection was CODplete 
-1-1. The purpose of this document was to identify 
the general location, estimated costs, and development 
aspects for land proposed for acquisition by fee or easement 
for wildlife compensation and fishing access in WaShingtOn. 

c. Interim Compensation Plan 

The proposed interim plan was only partially implemented 
because most of the game farm bird8 weretobe released on 
off-project lands which have not yet been acquired, and WDG 
ha8 reduced its use of artificially reared birds and phased 
out its game farms in eastern Washington (USACL 1983a). A 
game farm alternative proposal was considered with 
compensation plan funding originally intended for game farm 
production (USACE 1983a). The Corps contracted W3G to 
conduct a 3-year pilot program (20 August 1980 to 30 
September 1983) to determine the cost-effectiveness of 
producing upland game bird8 by paying farmers to leave crops 
or plant nesting cover for natural production on private 
lands. A Game Farm Alternative Stud Final Report was 
prepared b$x atal. (1983). +- Part al rnterlm compensation 
has been provided by the release of 2,000 to 5,000 game farm 
pheaSant8 annually on project management areas. These 
releases have been recommended to continue until the year 
2002 (Bee et al. 1983). Total funds spentonthe game farm 
alternative would not exceed the cost of the original 
proposal of 20,000 released pheasants annually for 20 years 
(Bee et al. 1983). It is presently unclear if Congressional 
authorization is needed before the game farm alternative 
program can continue as proposed (USACB 1983a; HeKern 1984, 
personal communication: Ross 1984, personal communication). 
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2. Idaho 

In Idaho, the Corps developed 30 acres of recreation land8 
into areas primarily for goose brooding for yxng geese 
produced on Hog Island and other island8 of the lower 
Clearwater River (Passrore 1984, personal communication; 
McNeil 1984, personal communication) Development of the two 
parcels included installation of an irrigation system, 
fencing, wind breaks, nesting platforms, alfalfa plantings, 
and public observation points. The area is in the Lewiston 
Wildlife Preserve and is managed by the Corps. 

Spraying for control of noxious weeds has begun at the HGHHU 
(Passmore 1984, personal communication). Approval of the 
HGHMU management plan is needed before further habitat 
development can be implemented. 

VI. Cum STUDIES AND PLANNING 

A. Washington 

The implementation process is proceeding, although not all 
features of the Supplemental Design Memorandum have been 
implemented. Off-project land acquisition for wildlife 
compensation and public access has met with very limited 
SUCCeSS. & ,Sp;;f;l Reports Cpngress: Lower Snake River 
Fish and Wxl i e Coqpensation Plan (=E 1983k) 
currently undergoing revision by tmorps and State and 
Federal wildlife agencies. This report outline8 the 
compensation progress to date, program costs, coordination, 
proposed compensation plan revisions, and recommendation for 
SUpplemental authorization to the Lower Snake River Fish and 
Wildlife Compensation Plan. Recommendation8 are as follows: 

“a. Continue the willing-seller/willing buyer estate 
acquisition concept; 

b. Amend estate acquisition requirements to allow all 
land acquisition by either fee and/or perpetual 
easement, allow acquisition of total ownerships or 
whole farm units, and allow acquisition of lands 
which provide one or any combination of fishing 
acce88, upland game nesting and habitat, upland 
game hunting areas, and chukar hunting areas not 
to exceed an aggregate total of 24,150 acres. 

C. Amend land management requirement8 80 title to 
separable compensation lands vests with the State 
fish and wildlife agencies, and title to lands 
contiguous to Corps of Engineer8 project8 will be 
retained by the Corps: development of all 
compensation components will be funded by the 
Corps of Engineer8 and operation, maintenance, and 
replacement costs will be borne by the agency 
holding title to the land. 
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d. Extend land acquisition efforts 5 years beyond the 
date of supplemental autXorisa+ion and funding 
approved by adoption of this report. 
(Supplemental authorization was approved in 1982.) 

l . Amend the game bird production requirement to 
allow the Corps of Engineers to fund a program by 
the Washington Uepartment of Game to contract with 
local landowner8 to plant or leave nesting cover 
to increase natural game bird production in the 
project vicinity, and reduce the game garm bird 
stocking requirement by a commensurate amount such 
that the annual cost of natural and artificial 
rearing approximately equals the cost of rearing 
20,000 game bird8 per year on a game farm, allow 
acquisition of game farm birds from the Washington 
Department of Game or private game farms, and 
authorize this program to continue to the year 
2802.' (USACE 1983a). 

On-project lands are continuing to be developed, operated, 
and maintained by the Corps directly or by WDG with funding 
from the Corps. A development plan for dry land habitat 
units is presently in preparation by the Corps as a 
comprehensive followup supplement to the 1975 Design 
Memorandum (Passmore 1984, personal communication). 

The reevaluation of on-project mitigation efforts is planned 
to be made at'regular intervals through Fiscal Year (FY) 
2000 (USACE 1983a). These studies are to be conducted by 
the WDG with funding from the Corps. Provided the Corps 
approves funding, the next evaluation will begin in PY 1985 
(Rqss 1984, personal communication). 

Off-project land acquisition efforts are continuing under 
the original requirements of the Compensation Plan. 
Revisions to the requirement8 are diSCUSSed in the Special 
Report to Congress (USACE 1983a). When these revisions are 
approved by Congress, it is anticipated that the land 
acquisition program will be more readily accepted by 
landowner8 and substantial progress can then be made 
(Voelker 1984, personal communication). 

B. Idaho 

The Corps is preparing a Hells Gate management plan as a 
Letter Supplement No. 2 to the DeSign Memorandum for 
Wildlife Habitat Development (Passmore 1984, 
mation). Supplement No. 2, 

per8oGi 
when completed and 

approved, would authorize funding and provide for joint 
management between the Corps and IDPG for both the HGHHU and 
Clearwater River goose areas. Approval of the supplement 
would also provide that the Clearwater River goose areas be 
considered as formal mitigation regarding the Lower Granite 
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project. 

The HGIBIU plan should be completed and circulated for - 
internal review by the Corps by early summer 1984 (Passmore 
1984, personal communication). The construction phase would 
not begin until the plan is approved and funding authorized. 
The funding would provide for continued operation and 
maintenance of the Clearwater River goose areas. 

c. Enhancement 

Enhancement, as defined under FWCA, is improvements above 
and beyond replacement or mitigation of wildlife lo88e8. 
This contrasts with the definition used by the Fish and 
Wildlife Program of the Northwest Power Planning Council 
that enhancement is off-project lands mitigation. 
definition under FWCA applies here. 

The 

The USFWS and NMFS (1978) prepared a report to assist the 
Corps in responding to an order issued in the U.S. District 
Court, Eastern District of Washington, on 30 September 1977. 
The court denied claims of the Plaintiffs, 
Steelheaders, et al., 

NOrthWeSt 
that the Corps did not adequately 

mitigate fish and wildlife losses under provisions of FWCA. 
However, it ruled that the Co- would provide Congress with 
a supplemental report on fish and wildlife enhancement for 
the Lower Snake River Project. The court order stated that 
the Corps be required to prepare and submit to Congress (on 
or beforelOctober1978) areportonmeasuresthatmightbe 
undertaken for enhancement of fish and wildlife resources in 
the lower Snake River Project as provided in 16 U.S.C. 
662(f). These enhancement measures to not include interim 
measures. The Corps must include measures that develop and 
improve fish and wildlife resources in the Lower Snake River 
area to a level beyond that existing in the Lower Snake 
River prior to construction of the I&war Snake River Project 
by the Corps. 

The supplemental report was prepared and submitted to 
Congress (USACE 1978). Suggested enhancement measures 
included detailed study of riparian vegetation improvement, 
streamflow improvement, pollution reduction, and wildlife 
user access. 
studies. 

Specific plans were to be derived from these 
In 1981, the Corps was to provide $640,000 to be 

divided among the Corps, WDG, IDFG, and USFWS for fish and 
wildlife enhancement studies. However, the majority of 
theme funds were used in-house by the Corps. Funding was 
later terminated and wildlife enhancement has been delayed 
until success of compensation measure8 is known (Oliver 
1982). 

No enhancement efforts were required or are planned for 
Idaho. 
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VIII. APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A - Study Team 

Washington Department of Game - Martha Jordan 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Elaine Rybak 

APPENDIX B - Consultation/Coordination 

Project Contacts 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla District - 
John MeKern, Mike Passmore, James Athearn 

U.S- Army Corps of Engineers, 
Affairs - 

Legal Counsel on Indihn 
Paul Schroy 

Yakima Indian Bation - Bill Bradley, William Yallup 

Umatilla Indian Nation - Gary James, Jerry Lauer 

Nez Perce Indian Nation - Keith Lawrence 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game - Ralph Pehrson, Sam 
McNeil1 
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February 21, 1984 - Letter 88nt to Bil! Bradley (Yakima 
Indian Nation) from Study Team 
reque8ting contact pereon and project 
information. No reply received. 

February 21, 1984 - Letter l ent to Walla Walla District, 
Corp8 of Enginecr8, from Study Team 
requesting contact person and project 
information. Reply received in March 
with name of contact per8on. 

March 9, 1984 

March 14, 1984 

March 22, 1984 

March 26, 1984 

March 26, 1984 

March 26, 1984 

March 27, 1984 

March 28, 1984 

March 28, 1984 

March 28, 1984 

- Telephoned Bill Bradley (Yakima Indian 
Nation). Call never returned. 

- Meeting between Study Team member8 and 
Walla Walla Di8trictto obtain project 
information. 

- Study Team contacted Mike Pammmore 
(USACE biOlogi8t). 

- Study Team contacted Paul Schroy (USACE 
Legal Coun8el on Indian Affair8). 

- Study Team contacted Gary James 
(Umatilla Indian Nation). Tribe 
indicated Jerry Lauer would be contact 
per8on and would return Study Team call. 

- Study Team contacted Keith Lawrenoe (Nez 
Perce Indian Nation). 

- Study Team contacted William Yallup 
(Yakima Indian Nation). Left message to 
return call. 

- Study Team contacted Bill Bradley 
(Yakima Indian Nation). 

- Study Team contacted Ralph Pehr8on 
(Idaho Department of Pi8h and Game). 

- Study Team contacted Sam McNeil1 (Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game). 
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APPENDIX C 

Comments 
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Department of the Interior zNrMmLkzH2 

IQneplyRefaTo: 

iW. JC&I PdenS;.y, Director- 
Divisim of i'ish ax3 Xildlife 
t&--g&J-& &:a m&aal 
P. C. &xc 3521 
Portld, or-1 57m 

A!KS: James ,3. Hkqer 
a&q afiez!r TM& FlE?ecu;eiltativa 

As reauess in b-2. i&y&r's lztter of July U, 19%. w~hzv~ 
red&e3 the "li'ilillife MitiGatia3 Status Zkvh? renort fbr 49~ 
lo\.zr !&l&i? &iv;=r faci.liti~S. Our cameii are ~g&Lid for 
inclusianinti final rejp%. 

93 bdizvz "d r122 akouztely ciescrib~ tie **tus of pwt, 
+-sent and popsed wilCGfe nitiqatiun for the projects. 

Izlw:.zt ass=ss~s& cm tha -project 
iRt&Ati~ rx24ie Imve bem 

is qpxe,ntlv con+te a* 
s~itficiently i&nti?is& k gnat Czal 

of Llitigatim +xl,zh~ and til~lelaeil~tioil ?las occucreit u= 
riliti~&oniscontinuingto~~lel~~t~ l+owm~, a--cm 
of pojzct idticjation is still in=ndplete- Lam qhsitxm, 
s+cificaUy, is kc&q 23.r ‘b*ti. 

IL CL&r to hasi tili! cr:~,&L '-'-ion of t-i: mit.i~+-cixm prrs, tile 
-rice -r~m~=r& '-;ne m--e ma mi*tim FQT;Atid= 
fun-is *r a tds Of @fici -hOi@S'& Ga 2;8**'5 tjic rw 
~1~ the rstihq d.ti*tim ?ms not hen accm&isMd and to 
&Vt@ 3. &CLtG+. "a :sf,&l i@CLiEiAti;rtiO Yi-& t2&2l &O!JlL 
bxi-k.0 b~lqisys frml -L;:u lia.ai~m l2qkAr%itmt of Sam?, E-i*. _.. . xa ,.lrl&fe ,k&-qJiq, zd 7;. s. ,zxiRy iorps of zl~kE?aS, ~iezllla 
-;&ail3 *D&eick. 

Yost R&fence: 
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4kU.ifeProgramprmkdeamSque~tytoevaluatead 
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CC: 
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4% 
TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

(‘2081843-2253 

April 19, 1984 

Elaine Rybak 
Ecological Service8 
U.S. Fi8h c Wildlife Service8 
2625 Parkmont Lane SW 
Bldg. B-3 
Olympia, WA 98506 

Ikar Ms. Rybak: 

Enclo8ed you will find the Nez Perce Tribe'8 statement of 
"Indian Right8' for the Lower Snake Mitigation Report. When 
we receive the "rough" copy of the report we may be able to pro- 
vide some additional information and citation8 to document 
particular conerns represented therein. 

. 
Sincerely, 

)%A-k B glyz 
Melvin Joye 
Chairman, Fish C Wildlife 

Subcommittee 

ATTEST: 

w 

. 

#+/A 

Allen 
Chai n, NEEC 
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INDIAN RIGHTS 

The Tre&ty of 1855 between the U.S. Government and the Nez 

Perce Tribe defined the rerponsibilitie8 and right8 of both 

parties. The treaty also defined the boundaritr, of the Ncz 

Perce Reservation. Subsequent treaties reduced the size of 

the re8ervation, but the Nez Perce Tribe retained hunting and 

fishing right8 over "open and unclaimed lands" within the 

boundaries of their aboriginal area. The88 land8, con8i8ting 

of 13 million acres, are called ceded land8. The Snake River 

lie8 within the ceded area from that point, fifteen mile8 below 

the mouth of the Powder River to a point, defined in the Treaty 

of 1855, as a southerly direction to the Snake from the mouth 

of the Wo-na-ncshe or the 8outhem tributary of the PalOu 

River. The Lower Granite and Little Goo8e projects are within 

that area. The Nez Perce Tribe alro retained hunting and fish- 

ing right8 in area8 the Tribe hf8torically frequented that 

were outside of the ceded lands. The88 area8 are called "usual 

and accustomed". 

The Nez Perce Tribe historically frequented the area between 

the Current reservation and C8lilO Pall8 fOllOWi.ng run8 Of 

anadromous fi8h, vi8iting neighboring tribe8 and trading 

(Deward, 1967),(Deward, 1. Thus, the Lower Monumental and 

Ice Harbor projects are within an area recognized as %sual and 

accu8tomedg. 
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Any impact to wildlife population8 that exist on, or cross 

federally owned land within the ceded or usual and aCCU8tOmd 

areas, is therefore ah impact on Nez Perce treaty rights. The . 
Nez Perce Tribe therefore, ha8 a voice in management decision8 

impacting treaty right resources. 

In the past the Nez Perce Tribe ha8 not had the technical 

expertise to formulate specific mitigation proposals or study 

requests. Since the Nez Perce did not have this expertise it 

was difficult or impo88ible for the tribe's Executive Comittee 

to give input on the few managanent decisions they were asked 

to comment on concerning these four projects. 

Deward, Walker E. Jr., A Pea8ibility Study of Evidence Sup- 
porting Aboriginal Nez Perce Fishing 
on the Columbia and it8 tributaries. 
Laboratory of Anthropology, Washington 
State Univer8ity, Pullman, Washington. 

1967 - !fUtUd CrO88 - Gtilization of 
Economic Resources in the Plateau: An 
example from Aboriginal Nez Perce Fish- 
ing Practices. Wa8hington State University, 

- Laboratory of Anthropology, Report of 
Investigations No. 41. Pullman, Washington. 

. . 
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IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF+iSHANDGAME 

-ihii!s%E25 . 
l l 

Stpttmbtr 18, 1984 

Mr. John Paltnsky, Director 
Division of Fish and Wildlife 
Bonneville Power Administratiou 
P. 0. Ear 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

ATTENTIOH; Mt. JAXRSXEYRR 

Dear Hr. Palensky: 

Thank you for the opportunity to rtvitu the Wildlife lfirigation Status 
Btviw for the Iautr Snake River Project. 

Ibt report provides a useful rtvitv of vildlift mitigation on tbtst 
four dams and reservoirs. Tbt Lower Granite Reservoir is the only part 
of tbc project tbat directly impacted vildlift in Idaho. 

On page 22, the Bells Gate Habitat Hanagemtnt Unit is discusstd, but 
the number of acres designattd for wildlife mitigation in the agrctmtnt 
among the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, the Idaho Department of 
Parks and RtcrtaLion, and eht Corps of Engineers, was not specified. 
Approximately 776 acres have been assigned fo the Hells Gate Itabitat 
Xanagtmtnt Unit according to the 1983 Htmorandum of Agrtcnent. 

The current mitigation for tbe impacts on vildlife from Lower Granite 
Dam in Idaho is not adequate. The mitigation for Idaho that has been 
proposed and accepted would be adequate and needs to be implemented. 

Sinceiely , 

JHC:LN:db 
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